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Prevention Research Update is a quarter's, current awareness service, prepared by
the Western Center for Drug-Free Schools and Communities, which summarizes
recent research on adolescent drug abuse and its prevention. Each issue abstracts and
reviews the prevention implications of new research dealing with a major topic of
concern in the field, placing the new information in the contest of past findings. The
goal is to help brifige the communications gap between the researcher, the
practitioner, and the general population, by disseminating research findings in an
accessible manner and providing an introductory review of their significance.
Abstracts an arranged alphabetically by first author's last name. Preceding the
abstracts is an overview discussion in which references to abstracted studies are
identified by an asterisk (*). References to all documents cited are located following
the abstracts. Copies of the Updates are available from all the Western Caner sites,
listed on the last page of this issue.

This publication is based on work sponsored wholly or in part by the U.S. Department of Education under
Cooperative Agreement Number S I 88A80003. The content of this publication does not necessarily reflect the
views of the Department or any other agency of the U.S. Government.
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OVERVIEW

Introduction

The relationship between juvenile delinquency
and the use of alcohol and other drugs (AOD) by
adolescents has been of long-standing interest to
policy makers, researchers, law enforcement offi-
cials, school administrators, and almost all others
who manage and develop social service minims
serving adolescents. The presumed causal associa-
tion between AOD use and criminal activity, both for
juveniles and adults, underlies much past and current
policy in law enforcement, health, and social
services in the United States. For example, this pre-
sumed association was the motivation for the devel-
opment of the Opium Exclusion Act of 1906. the
Harrison Narcotics Act of 1914, and the Drug
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (Wafters,
Reineiman & Fagan 1985*).

There is, without question, a strong statistical
correlation between the level of delinquent activity
and the level of AOD use in adolescents. A strong
association between drug use, drug trafficking, and
youth gangs has also emerged. However, several
important questions concerning the relationship of
delinquency, gang membership, and AOD use re-
main unanswered in the research literature. Several
of these issues are addressed in this Overview.

The first section summarizes current knowledge
about the extent of AOD use among delinquents and
the nature of the relationship between ACM use and
delinquency users. The common perception among
the public is that illicit drugs are a significant cause
of both violent and non-violent criminal activity. In
the research literature, however, the answer is not
clear.

Next, we explore the related question of the in-
volvement of gang members in delinquency, drug
use, and drug trafficking.

The final section deals with what we can do to
reduce the prevalence of drug use and delinquency
through prevention and intervention programs.
Because of the progress that has been made in this
area, important, substantive answers can be pro-
vided to the policy maker and program manager who
are developing social services for adolescents.

There are many other pertinent issues and ques-
tions regarding the delinquency and AOD use rela-
tionshi For example, how does adolescent AOD
use criminal activity relate to these activities in
adulthood? 'Mere are indications that adult AOD use
is similar to the behavior of adolescents in its charac-
teristics and controlling factors (Kandel & Ravels
1989). In addition, we have very little data as yet
about the delinquency-AOD connection for specific
subpopulations such as females or ethnic minorities
(cf. Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies 1986*;
Dawkins and Dawkins 1983*) While we attempt to
shed some light on these other issues, the focus of
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this review is on understanding the general connec-
tion between delinquency and the use of alcohol and
other drugs, as well as the prevention implications
of this connection.

Drugs-Delinquency Connections

In this section current know edge is reviewed
regarding three issues: (1) the extent of AOD use
among delinquents and the extent of delinquency
among AOD users: (2) the extent to which delin-
quency and AOD use represent expressions of a
common underlying factor of deviance or uncon-
ventionality or, conversely, to what extent delin-
quency and AOD use are caused by factors specific
to themselves; and (3) whether the use of alcohol
and illicit drugs causes crime, or, the reverse,
whether crime causes the use of alcohol and for illicit
drugs.

Extent of the Problem

There can be no doubt that a consistent and
strong correlation between AOD use and delin-
quency exists (e.g., Frost Reed & May 1984*;
Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985*; Kande', Simcha-
Fagan & Davies 1986*; Kovach & Glidanan 1986;
Hundleby 1987; Rivers 1989*). Research indicates
that adolescents who engage in delinquent activities

po
are

pula
at higher risk for AOD use than the general youth

tion-
Blanc (1982/3*) reported that two-thirds of the

delinquents in his sample were problem drinkers
compared with 39% of the nondelinquents. The
delinquents were also significantly more likely to
use illicit drugs and to have more drug - related prob-
lems.

Elliott and Huizinga (1984) found that about
50% of the serious juvenile of; ceders they surveyed
reported the use of munik:,:: :Welt drugs. The rates
of use for alcohol were 4 to 6 times the rate of
nonoffencdc rs; for marijuana, 14 times; and for other
illicit drugs, 6 to 36 times, depending upon the
drug. They estimated that 1.5% of the sample were
both serious delinquents and serious substance
abusers (see also Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton
1985*).

In a sample of juveniles and young adults incar-
cerated in 50 long-term, state-operated facilities in
26 states, Beck, Kline, and Greenfeld (1988*) re-
ported regular alcohol use among 50% and regular
illicit drug use among 60%. In addition, 80% bad
used marijuana in the past, compared with 51% in
N1DA's 1986 National High School Seniors
Survey. For cocaine, the rates were 46% vs. 17%;
amphetamines, 36% vs. 23%; LSD, 29% vs. 7%;
PCP, 23% vs. 5%; and heroin, 13% vs. 1%.
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Nearly half the respondents were under the influence
of AOD when they committed theircurrent offense.
In another study of incarcerated juveniles, 81%
used drugs (unspecified) during the six months prior
to their incarceration (Farrow and French 1986*).

Dembo, Derke et al. (198617 *) found substan-
daily higher If of use among youth in a ju-
venile detention f., 'ty than in other surveys of
comparably aged youth. Nearly all (90%) ofjuve-
nile detainees they studied in 1982 repotted alcohol
use at least CrICC, compared with 65% among juve-
niles in NIDA's 1982 National Household Survey.
Over four times as many reported alcohol use four
or more times in the past month (38% vs. 6%).
Substantially higher levels of marijuana, cocaine,
hallucinogen, and heroin use were also found. In
another study, Dembo, Washburn et al. (1987+)
found high levels of ftequent marijuana use among
juvenile detainees, which seemed to be related to a
lifestyle with high levels of involvement with serious
criminal behavior.

In a survey of 882 New Jersey adolescents,
White, Pandina, and LaGrange (1987*) found that
23% of the total sample were either serious sub-
stance abusers or delinquents, but not both. Only
7% fell in both groups. This was higher than the
1.5% estimated by Mien and Huizinga (1984),
probably because of differences in the sample age
and measurement of substance abuse. Serious delin-
quency rates were much higher for males than fe-
males. The majority of serious delinquents were
also serious substance abusers.

Johnston, O'Malley, and Sada= (1986), in a
longitudinal study, found that the level of illicit drug
use and the level of criminal activity in a sample of
high school males cxwaried over a period of several
years. In a 1985 survey in Washington state, sum-
marized by Hawkins, Lishner et al. (1987), institu-
tionalized delinquents had higher lifetime and current
prevalence rates for all illicit then high school
seniors. For example, 84% of delinquents had
used marijuana, compared with 54% of high school
seniors. Nearly two-thirds of the delinquents had
used marijuana within the 30 days prior to incar-
ceration, compared with 26% of the high school se-
niors.

If delinquent youths have high levels of drug
use, youths heavily involved in drugs have also
been found to commit more delinquent offenses.
Johnson, Wish, and Huizinga (1983) found that
drug users accounted for 40% of all index crimes,
even though they made "p only 1.3% of the popula-
tion. In a sample of mostly Hispanic juvenile in.
halant users, Frost Reed and May (1984+) found
that the inhalant abusers were almost three-times
more likely to be involved in criminal activity than
were members of two other control group of
deltnquents.

In a New York City survey, 41% of heavy
crack users were frequently involved in serious
crimes, compared with 5% oflight users and 2% of
nonusers (Carpenter, Gamer et al. 1988*).

In the survey by White, Pandina, and LaGrange
(1987*), about a third of the serious substance
abusers were also serious delinquents, although this
was a lower rate than the level of serious abuse
among serious delinquents. This is consistent with
the finding of Elliott and Huizinga (1984) that seri-
ous and frequent delinquent behaviors directly re-
lated to a full range of drug-use behaviors including
problem use, but that the type and frequency of drug
use was only directly related to selected types of
crime (e.g., felony theft, selling drugs, and public
disorder crimes) and not to general deviance.

Furthermore, while many youth mature out of
both delinquency and drug use. for a small group,
possibly 2%-6% of the youth population, both seri-
ous crime and frequent drug use appear to persist
into adulthood. This population is responsible for a
disproportionate number of violent and property
crimes and other social costs (Hawkins, Jensen et
ai. 1988*).

Evidence also suggests the view that the drug -
delinquency connection varies depending on type of
drug, type of crime, and different demographic
characteristics of the sample (e.g., Elliott &
Huizinga 1984). Al udy of a sample of delinquent
youths from Philadelphia found that personal drug
use and drug selling had different association ith
three types of self-reported delinquency (g. eral
theft, felony theft, crimes against persons). Drug
use was positively associated with all three types of
delinquency, whereas drug selling was associated
only with felony theft and personal crime. It ap-
pears that drug users may be "generalists" in their
criminal activity, while drug sellers are "specialists"
(Goodstein. Kovacevic & Southeimer 1989*).

The crack epidemic has fueled concerns about
the drug crime connection among youth. Media at-
tention has focused on how the high addictive liabil-
ity of the drug engenders criminality among users to
support their habits and how, as discussed below in
the section on gangs, youth have become involved
in drug trafficking and trafficking-related violence in
unprecedented numbers. Unfortunately, there is still
very little empirical data on crack use or dealing
among youth. In Miami, Rivers (1989*) reported
that youths known to be users of crack cocaine
committed an "ascending" number of criminal acts.
All the "serious delinquents" (median age 14.7) in-
terviewed by Inciardi and Pottieger (1990*) had
histories of multiple drug use and nearly 80% had
some involvement in the crack business; the greater
the involvement in crack sales, the mote likely was
drug use of all types.

Research studies have clearly established that
deviant behavior and AOD use in adolescence are
strongly correlated. Generally, young people who
are frequent users of drug are more likely to engage
in delinquent activities than those who are light users
or nonusers. Similarly, delinquent youth are more
apt to be heavy substance abusers than nondelin-
eyent youth. What remains to be eplored is the re-
lationship between the two behaviors. Are they
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caused by non-overlapping factors speoific to them-
selves, or do they both (along with other deviant
adolescent activities) derive from a common factor
or factors? Also, do these behaviors merely occur
together, or can one be said to be the cause of the
other? These questions are discussed in the next
two sections.

Etiology: The Deviance Syndrome

A long-standing question is whether thew is a
lawnt "deviance syndrome" that underlies delinquent
behavior, AOD use, and other risk-taking or deviant
behaviors in adolescence. Within the past 10-15
years, a number of findings have emerged
that shed substantial ght on this question. A de-
viance syndrome can be defined as an individual's
elevated probability of engaging in a wide spectrum
of unconventional or deviant behaviors (lessor &
lessor 1977). The concept of a deviance syndrome
has meaning to the extent that ma' ' forms of de-
viant behavior (e.g., AOD use, de P, y, early
sexual activity, rebelliousness, reckless driving,
poor school attendance) can be shown to have a
common etiology and that the presence of the de-
viant behaviors covaries in some predictable fash-
ion. It is important to note that some behaviors
(e.g., criminal activity, illicit drug use) are defined
as deviant across the entire life span. Other behav-
iors (e.g., sexual activity, social use of alcohol) are
defaced as deviant until adulthood, at which point
they are considered normal behavior.

Within the past few years a consensus h s
emerged among researchers that there is an underly-
ing deviance factor associated with the production of
a variety of deviant or risk-taking behaviors in ado-
lescence. Evidence for this comes from three
sources: (1) etiological research on risk factors; (2)
age prevalence data; and (3) attempts to directly
measure the presence of an underlying latent de-
viance factor.

Relological and Risk Factor Research. The
etiological literature, being cross-sectional and cone-
lational, cannot answer questions about the causal
relationships between dif erent variables. But if
there is a common deviance t Zi there should
be a common core of risk actors present in the
backgrounds of both juvenile delinquents and ado-
lescent AOD users. Although the existence of com-
mon background variables would not prove that an
underlying deviance factor was the cause of both
AOD use and '4. y, it would nonetheless be
implausible that a 4 syndrome could exist
without the presence of this commonality.

There is a large body of evidence showing con-
siderable overlap in the risk factors found in the
backgrounds of adolescents engaging in delinquency
and/or AOD use (Loeber & Dishion 1983;
Farrington 1985; Hawkins, Listener et al 1987;
Hawkins, Jenson et al. 1988*). White, Pandina,
and LaGrange (1987*) found that variables related

Substance Abase Delinprepas, and Gangs

to any form of serious deviance discriminated be-
tween adolescents who met any criteria for serious
substance abuse or delinquency from those who did
not meet this criteria. Further, evidence exists that
the presence of multiple risk factors is associated
with a greater probability of drug use (Bry 1983;

Huiz' inga & Ageton 1985.; Kandel, Simcha-
Fagan & Davies 1986*).

Table 1, located at the end of the Overview sec -
don, summarizes the findings of selected studies on
specific risk factors for delinquency and for drug
use conducted during the past 20 years. Those stud-
ies that identified the presence of a specific risk fac-
tor in the backgrounds of delinquents are listed for
that risk factor under the delinquency subheading.
and those that identified the presence of the risk
factor in the backgrounds of adolescents engaging in
AOD use are listed under that subheading. A study
that reported evidence related to several risk factors
for both delinquency and AOD use is listed at several
points in the table. It is clear from this table that the
amount of overlap in risk factors is substantial,
particularly in the areas of antisocial behavior,
family management practices and modeling, and
peer influences.

Antisocial behavior. One risk factor clearly
associated with both delinquency and AOD use is
early antisocial behavior. Early antisocial and ag-
gressive behavior has been strongly and consistently
associated with later persistent and frequent delin-
quent activity (Farrington 1985, 1986; Loeber &
Dishion 1983; Patterson 1982). The findings re-
garding this risk factor clearly indicate that the
higher the level of aggressive behavior in the ele-
mentary grades, the more likely that deviant delin-
quent behavior will begin in adolescence. Early an-
tisocial behavior also predicts frequent use of alco-
hol and other drugs in adolescence (Johnston,
O'Malley & Eveland 1918; Kandel, Kessler &
Margulies 1978; Kellam & Brown 1982; Simcha-
Fagan & Gersten 1986).

School adjusonent. Academic difficulties have
been routinely identified as a predictor of both delin-
quency and AOD use. White, Pandina, and
LaGrange (1987*) found the same school variables
to be significantly related to both behaviors.

In regard to delinquency, several researchers
have found a correladonal relationship between it
and ac..idemic failure and have proposed theoretical
models linking the two (Loeber & Dishion 1983;
Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber 1987; Quay 1987).
Academic failure may reflect the of learning
disabilities or limited verbal Alternatively,
anti-social behaviors may reduce academic achieve-
ment. Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton (1985*) con-
cluded that neither academic skills nor level of aca-
demic aspiration was directly related to delinquent
behavior. Instead. it may be that delinquency is
more related to attitudes and aspirations towards aca-
demic achievement. Related *1) this, Elliott and Voss
(1974) found that delinquent behavior was related to
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respondents reported committing a crime during that
year, over 70% were using alcohol, and about 35%
reported the heavy use of alcohol. By age 21, over
90% were using alcohol and about 50% reported the
heavy use of alcohol, but less that 20% reported that
they had committed a criminal offense in that year.
The rates for alcohol use and heavy alcohol use de-
dined very slowly after that till age 31 (less than a
10% reduction for both alcohol measures). Thus, in
this study, while delinquency and alcohol use
rapidly increaced in similar fashion in mid-adoles-
cence, the .1 ),4 of prevalence differed after about
age 18, wii, alcohol use maintaining high levels and
criminal behavior substantially declining.

Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman (1986) con-
ducted a longitudinal study of 1,260 10th grade
males beginning in 1966. The students were fol-
lowed for eight years and were assessed on a num-
ber of measures, including the use of marijuana, the
experimental use of psychoactive substances in pill
form, the more regular use of pills, the use of
heroin, and several measures of delinquency. Their
findings support the emanation across different
ages of illicit drug use and criminal behavior. In al -
most all combinations of age range, type of illicit
substance used, and type of criminal activity, the
prevalence curves for criminal activity and AOD use
were similar. In general, the results indicated that
the prevalence of deviant behavior peaked in the 16-
20 year-old range and decreased after that point.

Osgood. Johnston et al. (1988*) reported the
results of a longitudinal study of male high school
students conduct 4 over a four-year time span
(roughly ages 18 t trough 22). For five specific de-
viant behaviors (an index of criminal behavior,
heavy alcohol use, marijuana use, other illicit dreg
use, and dangerous driving), only criminal activity
showed a substantial decrease in the age range coo -
ered. Heavy alcohol, illicit drug, and marijuana use
increased very slightly, while dangerous driving de-
creased slightly.

Kandel, Simcha-Fagan, and Davies (1986*)
conducted a longitudinal study of over 1,000 youths
in New York state who were surveyed on self-re-
ported delinquency and drug use for a nine-year pe-
riod beginning at age 15-16. Results from the sur-
vey showed that nearly half of the young adult males
and 25% of the young adult females had engaged in
at least one crime. The results also showed a strong
correlation between illicit drub use and delinquent
activity, with the latter peaking in late adolescence
and decreasing steadil after that point. This study
was important in out that somewhat differ-
ent patterns of drug use and cessation of the deviant
behaviors existed for men and women.

These findings present a consistent view of
criminal activity and AOD use increasing in early- to
mid-ad 'escence and peaking in late adolescence
(ages 16-20). Criminal activity seems to peak
somewhat earlier (in the 16- to 18-years-old age
range), and also decreases much more rapidly than
alcohol or drug use in the years after the peak
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prevalence is reached. It is important to note that the
continued prevalence of alcohol consumption, as
was found by Temple & Ladouceur (1986*) and
Osgood, Johnston et al. (1988*), must be viewed in
the context of increased social approval and avail-
ability once the early 20s are reached. This could, at
least ally. account for the confirmed use of alco-
hol w criminal behavior is decreasing.

A number of factors have been proposed to ex-
plain the peak in prevalence of these deviant behav-
iors d adolescence. For example, the relative
inabili adolescents to engage in productive em-

might explain an increase ir, c..rninal acdv-
IP, (Greenberg 1985). However, t,,,) txpiarmion
does not explain the increased use of relatively cheap
drugs such as alcohol. Explanations that focus on
the relaxation of parental control and the correspond-
ing increase in peer group relationships have been
most prominent (Farrington 1986). For example,
Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton (1985) found that hav-
ing friends who eagaged in delinquency was the
most important predictor of delinquency. After age
20, social control again may be reasserted through
increases in other social ties such as marriage and
job responsibilities (West & Farrington 1977; West
1982). Trasler (1979) proposed a somewhat simi-
lar explanation in which positive reinforcement for
behavior shifts from parents to peers during adoles-
cence, causing the adolescent to engage in more de-
viant behaviors.

It is important to note that these explanations
generally do not make specific predictions differenti-
ating between delinquency and AOD use. Both
forms of deviant behavior fit equally well into the
hypothesized model. As seen in the studies re-
viewed above, there is a consistent similarity in rte
patterns of prevalence of these differ tit behaviors.
Both AOD use and delinquary increase rapidly un-
til mid- to late-adolescence, reset' their peak preva-
lence, and then decrease after that The difference in
the patterns of the two sets of behaviors that AOD
use appears to cornea after 20 at a slower
than does criminal behavior. than this differ-
ence, there :a-. to be tux 'al similarity in the
prevalence o these two deviant behaviors across the
age span represented by these studies.

Latent Factor Analyses. Finally, four impor-
tant studies have specifically tried to assess strand-
cally the cc of a latent factor of deviance un-
derlying delinquency and AOD use 'tang so-
phisticated analytic techniques to assess the strength
of models that h the presence of the latent
deviance factor. studies provide estimates of
the relative contribution of a common deviance fac-
tor and of specific factors in several types of deviant
behavior. All have come to similar conclusions.

Two of these studies, Donovan and Jessor
(1985 *) and Donovan, Jessor & Costa (1988), are
replications of a four-year lor.itudinal study by
Jessor and lessor (1977) of over 400 randomly-se-
lected secondary school students (beginning in
grades 7, 8, and 9), male and female. By the end of
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the study, in 1972, the students were in grades 10,
11, and 12. A random e of male and female
college freshman were also ollowed for four years.
Each year the students were asked to complete a 50-
Page questionnaire that a et. ea... self -report hew.
mation on a wide range of a t oral and personal-
ity issues. Included were issues related to drug use,
sexual behavior, alcohol use, protest behavior, and a
compoeite measure of general deviance, which in-
cluded behaviors such as aggression, stealing, and
lying. The lessors concluded that their data sup-
ported the concept of a "syndrome," which included
positively correlated deviant behaviors such as
drinking, marijuana use, delinquency, and early
sexual behavior. All of the deviant bthaviors were
negatively correlated with measures of conformity
and conventional behavior. They concluded that the
positive correlations between all of the deviant be-
haviors were the result of an underlying "deviance
syndrome," which influenced all of the deviant be-
haviors and the variable of unconventionality in
adolescence.

Donovan and Jessor (1985*) reanalyzed the
Jessor and Jessor (1977) data using factor analytic
tecluikpies to reach more conclusive findings regard-
ing the presence of a single latent deviance factor
underlying the positive association of y +cy,
AOD use, and other deviant behaviors. esulm
showed that a single common factor accounted for
between 13% and 44% of the variance ofthe deviant
behaviors. In less technical terms, the percentage of
variance reflects the extent to which the reported
levels of a deviant behanio seemed to rise or fa:I to-
gether. That is, high levels ofone deviant behavior
in one individual tended to be associated with high
levels of other deviant behaviors, suggesting that
they were linked to a common, underlying deviance
variable. All of the deviant behaviors, with one ex-
cepticir (frequency of sexual experience in the col-
lege male sample), were significantly related to the
common latent factor.

Donovan, Jessor & Costa (1988) replicated the
Donovan aid Jessor (1985*) findings with a new
sample of 1,588 students in grades 7-12 using
essentially the same outcome measures as before.
Again, a common latent factor was found that ac-
counted for a large proportion of the variance for all
of the measures of deviant behavior. 48% of the
variance among males and 37% among females.

Osgood, Johnston et aL (1988*) also attempted
to examine the fit between observed correlations of
deviant behaviors with several models hypothesizing
a common, latent deviance factor. This was a longi-
tudinal study incorporating three waves of data horn
ages 18 to 22. Consistent with the research of
Scssor and Donovan, a baseline version of the model
showed that within each wave of data collection a
substantial amount of the variance of the deviant be-
haviors could be accounted for by the single latent
factor. This finding means that the frequency with
which the study participants reported themselves as
engaging in the separate deviant behaviors seemed to
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covary, suggesting that the prevalence of the deviant
behaviors were linked to the level of an underlying
deviance trait.

In a more jj ex model, the percentage of
variance of the dev ant variables that could be at-
tributed to a single general latentdeviance facter and
the percentage of variance associated with factors
specific to each deviate behavior were calculated for
each wave of Both the general and the specific
factors accounted for significant of the vari-
ance of the deviant behaviors. other words, the
amount of deviant behavior seemed to depend not
only on a le et latent deviance variable but also on
variables ti , were unique and specific to each of the
deviant variables. Also:, the amount of variance ac-
counted for by the general factor varied across de,
viant behaviors, and it ever varied within the deviant
behaviors across time. This information is presented
in Table 2.

For example, criminal behavior was primarily
accounted for by the general factor at Time 1 of the
study, but the relative percentage of variance that
was accounted for by the general factor (as mea-
sured by the percentage of various accounted for by
the general factor) decreased throut,hout the study.
Heavy alcohol use was another variable that w a
relative reduction in the importance of the general
deviance variable. The other deviant variables re-
mained stable over the course of the study in terms
of the importance of the general factor. However,
they appeared to be more heavily influenced by
specific factors unique to the particular deviant be-
havior.

The Osgood, Johnston e,t al. (1988*) analysis
confirms the impcnance of a general factor of de-
viance underlying the presence of much deviant be-
havior in adolescence. However, the common de-
viance factor accounted for only a quarter of the
variance for sonic behaviors. This suggests that the
relative influence of the general deviance factor may
vary for specific problem behaviors and within a
problem behavior at specific times in life.
Nevertheless, the presence of a general factor of
deviance is strongly confirmed.

Newcomb and Bender (1988) conducted a nine-
year longitudinal survey on the consequences of
adolescent drug use, including criminality. The
sample consisted of 654 subjects out of an original
sample 1,634 youths in Los eingeles County which
were originally surveyed in junior high in 1976.
Teenage drug use changed dispositions and tenden-
cies toward criminal behavior. Drug use increased
stealing, involvement with -related crimes (e.g.,
driving under the influence, selling and drug
possession), assault, and other confrontational acts.
Although early drug use significantly affected the
frequency of arrests and convictions for drug crime
involvement, it did not generalize in a positive direc-
tion to other types of crime. Furthermore, drug
users were involved in fewer violent crimes (e.g.,
vandalism, carrying a deadly weapon). This sug-
gests that drug use may become less associated with
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general deviancy (as reflected in all types of criminal
activities) over time.

Summary. These four separate sources of evi-
dence provide strong support for a common
underlying factor hi the etiology of delinquency and
AOD abuse. This factor, 9.4.1 as a general
deviance syndicate (lessor & essor 197!) or latent
deviance factor (Donovan & lessor 1985*), appears
to consistently underlie AOD use and delinquent be-
havior, as well as caller forms of deviant behavior,
and to account for roughly 25%-75% of the variance
of a nine of deviant behaviors. However, the
above evidence also su that specific factors,
unrelated to a general deviance factor, separately in-
fluence delinquency and AOD use. These specific
factors may include some of the risk factors that
were rant equally for both delinquents
mri adolescent AO users. The age - prevalence
curses for both behaviors, while quite similar until
about age 18, do diverge after that age, suggesting
differing influences on these behaviors.
Furthermore, Osgood, Johnston et al. (1988*)
found that the common deviance factor accounted
for as little as one-fourth of the variance for some of
the deviant behaviors.

Therefore, the most plausible model for the re-
lationship between delinquency and AOD use is a
general latent factor of deviance producing much of
the deviant behavior, with specific factors each in-
fluencing AOD use and delinquency at different
points in adolescence. This mixed model represents
the best fit with the empirical data and is consistent
with theoretical perspectives on deviance in adoles-
cence (cf. Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985*).

Causality

There are plausible models that can be devel-
oped to support two alternative hypotheses: that
AOD use causes criminal behavior, or that criminal
behavior causes AOD use. For example, AOD use
could be h to cause en increase in crimi-
nal activity 0 the addiction to illicit drugs cre-
ates a need for increased income, which in turn in-
duces the addict to commit economically profitable
crimes such as burglary. This is often called the
"economic necessity" hypothesis (Kraus 1981;
McCord 1981). It could also be hypothesized that
increased involvement in criminal activities leads !ri
participation in. and identification with, a criminal
subculture. This, in turn, increases exposure to rule
models with extensive use of alcohol and/or illicit
drugs. This exposure could lead to increased AOD
ase (Krohn, Lunza- Kaduce & Akers W84; Elliott,
Huizinga & Age, 1 5*).

Several studies have attempted to asses this
causal relationship. Among these, Clayton (1981)
conducted a secondary analysis of data from over
3,000 adolescents using three criteria of causality.
The data indicated that minor delinquency was
marginally antecedent to alcohol/marijuana use,
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which in turn was antecedent to hard drug use and
serious delinquency.

In one of the few studies in the field specifically
examining ethnic differences, Dawkins and Dawkins
(1983*) found that alcohol drinks,* had a significant
effect on minor delinquency (such as status of-
fenses) for all adolescents. However, for serious
crimes, drinking was strongly associated with seri-
ous delinquency for Blacks and Whites, but not for
Hispanics, suggesting the influence of cultural fac-
tors. Only for Blacks was drinking the most impor-
tant single predictor of delinquency in general.

Despite well-developed hypotheses, it has
proven impossible to determine the causal relation-
ship between adolescent AOD use (or adult AOD
use, for that matter) and criminal activity (Wafters,
Reinarman &Fagan 1985.). There are several rea-
sons for this. First, most of the research attempting
to demonstrate a causal relationship has been cone -
lational and cross-sectional (e.g., Kraus 1981;
Clayton 1981; Hollin 1983; Farrow & French
1986*; Frost Reed & May 1984*). The methodol-
ogy of these studies, while informative about the
general relationship among the variables, is unable
to unambiguously assess causality.

Second, it is very difficult to define precisely the
onset or cessation of a criminal lifestyle, of alcohol
abuse, or of illicit drug abuse (Hundleby 1987.).
When t: criminal behavior, should onset be
defined as the , rst officially recorded criminal of-
fense or the first self- tied offense? Should sta-
tus offenses be inch or not? Official records are
not reliable indices of criminal activity (Lipsey
1983), and so will provide only a indication of
the onset of criminal behavior. t i ing further, the
onset of criminal behavior could be defined as the
first time a juvenile commits an offense such as
shoplifting, minor vandalism, or malicious mischief.
These events are likely to occur at a yours age and
will likely be undocumented; nevertheless, they
could reasonably be considered criminal activity.
Just as important, if onset of criminal activity is de-
fined by very early deviant activity, this is likely to
precede the onset of illicit drug use. Conversely,
initiation of alcohol use is likely to precede the first
recorded court adjudication. In these examples, the
causal connection between delinquent behavior and
AOD use is confounded by the level of deviance of
the two variables. If the behaviors are of unequal
levels of social deviance, however that is measured
or cefined, the temporal relationship of the variables
is ualikely to be very informative about their causal
relationship.

A third difficulty arises when AOD use is pre-
sumed to be a cause of delinquency. There are at
least two distinct meanings to the statement that
AOD use "causes" crime. The most limited meaning
is that the physiological effects of the chemical ac-
tually produce a criminal event that would not
otherwise occur. For example, the use of alcohol,
marijuana, or other illicit drugs immediately prior to
commission of a criminal offense has been studied
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several times to determine if any particular drug is
related to specific forms of criminal abuse
(Tlnklenberg, Murphy et al. 1974, 1981) . In this
sense of the term, the causal relationship is pre-
sumed to stem from the physiological impact of the
chemical (e.g., causing a reduction of htnbitions).

Another meaning implied by "cause" is that the
individual who is chronically engaged in AOD use
may have a greater propensity to engage in criminal
activity, but not necessarily because of the direct
physiological action of the chemical. This is the
mean' most frequently used in the literature
(S' & Kasham 1980; Kraus 1981; Frost F.eed
& May 1984*; Farrow & French 1986*). For ex-
ample, it a be hypothesized that addicts need to
increase their income to purchase more heroin, or
that involvement in an AOD-using subculture ex-
poses the individual to more deviant role models.

An even more insidious problem omens with the
longitudinal literature because of the time lag be-
tween data gathering waves. The shortest time be-
tween data gathering is usually one to two years, but
often it is longer. During a year's time, an adoles-
cent could become involved with criminal peers,
leading to greater AOD use; or the adolescent could
become involved with peers with heavy AOD in-
volvement, leading to increased criminal activity. In
either case, because these events take place within a
year's time span, the events will appear to have been
initiated simultaneously, and establishing causality
will not be possible.

In short, there are substantial, insolu-
ble, methodological problems involved any at-
tempt to accurately assess the causal retaticaship be-
tween delinquency and AOD use. To date, these
problems have not been overcome, and it is unliteely,
without the expenditure of enormous research effort,
that this relationship will ever be successfully
disentangled with current methodological technol-
ogy. Most research indicates that serious delin-
quency generally precedes illicit drug use, but it is
impossible to say whether delinquency and AOD use
can be regarded as causes of the other.
Interestingly, although Farrow and French (1986*)
could not establish a causal connection between drug
use and delinquency, the incarcerated delinquents
that they studied perceived a strong relationship:
39% said that drug use caused their criminality.
They suggest that more attention be devoted to the
reasons for this perception.

Youth Gangs

Related to the subject of delinquency and drug
use is the involvement of gang members in AOD
abuse, drug dealing, and other criminal behavior,
especially violence. The definition of a gang varies
greatly, but Fagan (1989*) identifies it as a group of
adolescents who are perceived by others as a distinct
aggregate, recognize themselves as a denotable
group, and have developed a negative response from
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the neighborhood and/or law enforcement because
of illegal incidents. By whatever definition, in
popular perception and media accounts it appears ax-
iomatic that gang members are heavily and increas-
ingly involved in all these deviant behaviors it large
part due to drug abuse and trafficking. Community
concerns over such gang activities have escalated
and, as a result, so have gang reduction activities.
Reflecting these consents, two national conferences
on drugs and youth gangs were recently held in Los
Angeles to highlight the problem.2 Last year.
California issued a state task force report on gangs
and drugs (California 1989).

However, most of the evidence cited is anecdo-
tal, and like the delinquency-drug connection, there
arc many unanswered questions about the youth
gang membership, crime, and drug use and

eking. Furthermore, the research that does
exist indicates that many ar perceptions both
exaggerate and overly sim . a com

There is no doubt that gang mem p and il-
legal youth gang activity have been increasing
rapidly, both in cities with a history of gang prob-
lems and in cities without such a history. In Los
Angeles. the number of gangs and the 'ember of
gang-related homicides increased an esti .at ui 71%
between 1985 and 1988 (Bryant 1989). Tee lethal-
ity of youth violence in the United States is now
unprecedented: in 1986, 48% of those arrested for
violent crime were under age 25. Homicide is now
the second leading cause of death for those age 15-
24.

The rise in gang membership itself is recognized
as related to several broad sociocultural and eco-
nomic factors. These include the disintegration of
the family, which has enhanced the appeal of the
gang an alternative supports ei and a sense of
security in life, and the dec ining employment
opportunities for youth in the inner-cities.

Much of the gang-related violence that has oc-
curred has been attributed to the influence of drugs,
especially crack, along with access so powerful, so-
phisticated weapons. As Terrence Donahue, Acting
Administrator of the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), has stressed:
'Me escalation of youth gang violence has left many
communities virtually unprepared to provide an ade-
quate response to a growing national dilemma.
Much of this violence is drug-related, spurred on by
the illegal, yet enormous', profits drug dealers earn.
'The fierce circle of drugs, profit:, and violence
threatens the freedom and e .blic safety of citizens
from coast to coast" ( e. in Bryant 1989).

In Fagan's (1989*) survey of male gang mem-
bers in Oticago, Los Angeles, and San Diego, drug
use prevalence rates were higher than for other in-
ner-city adolescents, and the majority of gang mem-
bers reported engaging in some type of criminal ac-
tivity; half (51%) reported drug sales.

The ease with which crack can be produced and
marketed, the tremendous profits that can be earned,
and its high addiction liability have had a profound
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Second, the program will have to be dewed to
provide multiple services that will respond to the
particular constellation of risk factors that an adoles-
cent brings to the program. The adolescents, par-
ticularly those with the most severe problems, are
likely to have several risk factors, ranging from
family dysfimction to poor academic to
a lack of conventional attitudes p. beliefs. It is
likely that the particular mix of risk factors and the
relative importance of each in the adolescent back-
ground will vary from program client to prugram
client As Dernbo, Derke et al. (986/7*) obseree,
reducing both drug use and continued criminal ac-
tivity requires a range of comprehensive services
that address the various personal problems of juve-
nile offenders, in addition to their drug use.

These considerations are already being applied
to new and innovative Vit aromad the country
(cf. Catalano, Wells et aL, paws; Haggerty, Wells
et al. 1989*). It is worth noting that in a recent
meta-analysis of the e delinquency treatment
literature, Lipsey (I* I) found that one of the most
effective treatment modalities for delinquency was
multi-modal programs. These were programs that
provided a range of services targeted to work with a
variety of problem areas and needs of the juvenile.3
Similar conclusi_ins have been reached in the
substance abuse literature (Austin 1988).

The commonalities in risk factors add impor-
tance to expanding our drug prevention efforts as a
means to help prevent delinquency as well.
Weisheit (1984*) observes that primary prevention
of delinquency has rarely been attempted because of
numerous implementation problems. However, be-
cause the tisk factors for delinquency are so similar
to those of drug abuse, the current generation of
comprehensive drug prevention strategies may pro-
vide a means to circumvent or minimize these prob-
lems and accomplish a reduction in both drug use
and delinquency. In order to determine if this is the
case, we need to evaluate our drug prevention pro-
grams not only on the basis of drug-utng behavior
but criminal behavior as well.

White, Pandino, and LaGrange (1987*), on the
other hand, voice concerns about combining delin-
quents and substance abusers in integrated interven-
tion programs. They stress that the differences be-
tween the nondelinquent serious substance abusers
and serious delinquents who are not substance
abusers warrant attention to individualizing treatment
to these populations. They warn that, given the
significant influence of peers on these behaviors.
combining both groups in a single intervention
gram "may p finther socialization into
native forms o deviance."

Conversely, Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton
(198519 stress the importance of exposing
delinquent youth and those at risk to prosocial,
conventional peers. A Teen r!ourt program
incorporating positive peer pressure and parental
involvement appears to have had a positive effect on
both teen crime and drug abuse (Rothstein 1987).
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In other recommendations, Farrow and French
(1986*), among others, especially emphasize the
importance of involving parents in prevention and
intervention programs This improves parenting and
family management skills, raid thus increases the

tective factor of family bonding, and to reduce
influx of family modeling on both behaviors

(see also Hawkins, Jenson et aL 1988*).
Braukmann, Ballingtop et al. (1985*) found

that a Thing-Family model of residential treat-
ment for 1.. y had an immediate significant
impact on AO-* use, At the same time, they did not
find a significant long-term effect becalm of the lack
of aftercare. The new for aftercare services for the
delinquent substance abuser is stressed by
Haggerty, Wells et aL (1989*) and Catalano, Wells
et al. On press).

Elliott, Huizinga, and A 1 (leapt) also ar-
gue that targeting at -risk I is more efficient and
cost-effective than broad-based programs for those
at low risk of engaging in either delinquency or drug
use. This, of course, raises the problem of develop-
ing effective assessment or identification instru-
ments, a problem which has yet to be adequately
addressed. What is essential is that we learn to
identify those youth most at risk of both behaviors
and intervene early to reduce the underlying risk fac-
tors. Summarizing their review of the literature on
delinquency and AOD use risk factors, Hawkins,
Jenson et al. (1988') observed that early interven-
tion programs should seek to reduce conduct disor-
ders and antisocial behavior, correct poor family-
management practices, p revent school failure,
counter family and peer s, and promote the
development of social skills (see also Denbo, Derke
et al. 1986f 7 *).

'terse data also suggest that delinquency deten-
tion and treatment programs may provide an impor-
tant means for accomplishing a reduction in client
AOD use (Dembo, Dote et al. 1986/7*). Indeed.
Inciardi and Pottieger (1990') recommend that,
given the attractiveness of crack and crack dealing to
at-risk youth, compulsory intervention through the
court system is essential.

Just as important as these general considera-
tions, the findings reported in this review have sig-
nificant importance for specific features of program
operations or services. For example, age differ-
ences were found both in the prevalence of specific
deviant behaviors and in the relative contributions of
the general deviance factor as opposed to specific
factors (e.g., Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies
1986'; Osgood, Johnston et al. 1988'). From this
perspective, a program might want to tailor its ser-
vices so that they are congruent with expected age
trends. Given that a program is serving clients in
late adolescence, it might be advantageous to con-
centrate intervention or prevention services on the
persistent heavy use of alcohol that is prevalent at
that age. Since this behavior is more persistent than
criminal activity, program efforts with chronic alco-
hol use may be more appropriate.
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Table 1. Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AOD Use

Family Management Practices
Delinquency
Farring' ton 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
McCord 1979
Robins 1978

Family Conflict
Delirusciwy_
Baumrind 1983
Fanington 1985
Kovach & Glickman 1986
McCord 1979
Penning & Barnes 1982
Robbins 1980

Parent and Sibling Modeling
Delinquency
Blumstein et al., 1985
Farrington 1986
Langner et al. 1983
Laeber & Dishion 1983
McCord 1979
Robins 1979
West & Farrington 1973 1977

Family social deprivation
Delinquency
Blumstein et al., 1985
Farrington 1985
Simcha-Fagan & Gerstell 1986
Thornberry & Farnworth 1982
Van DUSell et al. 1983

Eefly Antisocial Behavior
Dana=
Farrington 1985 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
Patterson 1982

AOD Use
Adler & Lutecka 1973
lessor & lessor 1977
Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies 1986
Noreen-Hebeisen et al. 1984
Penning & Barnes 1982
Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986

"(OD Use
Bamnirxl 1983
Kovach & Glickman 1986
Penning & Barnes 1982
Robins 1980
Simcha-Fagan & Cersten 1986

AOD Use
Ahmed et al. 1984
Johnson et al., 1984
Kandel et al., 1978
ICandel 1982
Lawrence & Vellennan 1974
Rachal et al., 1982
Thorne & DeBlaissie 1985

AOD Use
Blurnstein et al., 1985
Farrington 1985
Si mcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986

AOD Use
Johnston et al. 1978
Kandel 1978
Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies 1986
Kellam & Bro 1982
Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986

12
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Table 1. Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AOD Use (Cont.)

School Failure
Delinquency
Farrington 1986
Figueria-McDonough 1985
Hawkins & Listener 1987
Johnson 1979
Kovach & Glickman 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
Spivack 1983
White et aL 1987

School Bonding
Delinqlieluat
Catalano et aL 1985
Elliott & Voss 1974
Hindelang 1973
Hirsc.hi 1969
Kelly & Balch 1971
Kleinman et al. 1986
Lawrence 1985

Peer Factors
Delinquency
Akers 1977

Huizinga & Ageton 1985
Hirsch' 1969
Kleinman et al 1986
Loeter & Dishion 1983
Vrtite et aL 1987

Attitudes and Beliefs
Delinquency
Akers et al., 1979
Catalano et al., 1985
Hirsch' 1969
Hindelang 1973
Hundleby 1987
lessor & lessor 1978
Kandel 1982
ICandel et al. 1978

AOD Use
Anhalt & Klein 1976
Holmberg 1985
Hundleby 1986
lessor 1976
lessor & lessor 1977
Johnston 1973
1Candel et al. 1978
Kovach & Glickman 1986
Robins 19
White et aL 1987

AM Use
Mr& & Watson 1975
Friedman 1983
Johnston et al., 1985
Kandel 1982
Kim 1979
Kleinman et aL 1986

AQD_Use
Clayton & Ritter 1985
Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985
lessor & lessor 1978
lessor et al., 1980
ICandel 1978, 1982, 1985
Kandel & Adler 1982
Kleinman et al. 1986
Noreen-Hebeisen et al., 1984
()Dolmen & Clayton 1979
White et al. 1987

ADD Use
Akers et al., 1979
Caulano et al., 1985

1969
Hindelang 1973
Hundleby 1987
lessor & lessor .118
Kandcl 1982
Kandel et al., 1978

13
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Table 1, Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AOD Use (Cont.)

Community Integration
De &ma=
Kobrin & Schuerman 1 v 1
Murray 1983
Sampson et al., 1981
Schlossman et al., 1984
Wilson & Herinstein 1985

Mobility
Deice
Farnworth 1984
Farrington & West 1981
Feiner et al.. 1981

Personality
Dautimena
Barnum 1985
Fenwick 1985
Karoly 1975
Medmck et al. 1981
Olweus 1979
Peterson et al. 1982
Rutter & Oilier 1983
'Thorne 1971
Weiss 1983
White et al., 1985
Wilson & Hermstein 1985

AOD Use
(None]

AOP ilia
Catalano et aL, 1985

AOD Use
Ahmed et al. 1984
Gottfredson 1981
Penning & Barnes 1982
Satinder & Black 1984
Spots & Shontz 1984

14
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Table 2, The Relative Contributions of a General Deviance Factor and
Specific Factors in the Prediction of Five Types of Deviant Behavior (taken
from Osgood et al. 1988*)

Measure's
Pct. of Reliable Variance
General Specific

Deviant Behavior &lib& Ea= EN14.11

Criminal Behavior lime 1 .70 74% 26%
Time 2 55% 45%
Time 3 50% 50k

Heavy Alcohol Use Time 1 .70 45% 55%
lime 2 38% 62%
Time 3 31% 69

Use Time 1 36% 64%
Time 2 35% 65%
Time 3 35% 65

Other Illicit Drug Use lime 1 .76 38% 62%
Tune 2 43% 57%
Time 3 46% 54%

Dangerous Driving Time 1 .49 27% 73%
Time 2 32% 68%
Time 3 29% 71%



ABSTRACTS

BECK, ALLEN J.; KLINE, SUSAN A.; AND
GREENFELD, LAWRENCE A. 1988. Survey
of Youth In Custody, l987. Bureau of Justice
Statistics Special Report, NJC-113365.

ashington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, U.S. Department of Justice. 6 refs.

In this survey conducted by the Bureau of the
Census for the Bureau of Justice Statistics in 1987,
interviews were conducted with juveniles and
young ults (n=2,621) In 50 long-team, state-op-
erated juvenile facilities in 26 states. Tte interview
coveml criminal history, family situarior, peer-

activities. and drug and alcolv g use. The
population from which the sample was selected
made up onl about 4% of the total number of
youth .1, -. anwally by the juvenile justice sys-
tem. Results are reported here only for those re-
spondents less than 18 years old and for questions
related to drug and alcohol use.

Drug Offenses. Of the juveniles incarcerated in
state-operated facilities in 1987, 5.6% were being
held for a drug offense. Regardie' ss of the of
crime for which the juveniles were cunemly ing
held, 22.1% had previously been sentenced to pro-
bation or incarceration for drug offenses. Of those
serving time for drug offenses, 60.8% had previ-
ously been on probation or incarcerated for a drug
offense.

Alcohol Use. Use of alcohol on a regular basis
(at least once a week in the year prior to admission)
was reported by 55.4% of the uveniles; 31.9%
were under the influence of 1 at the time of
their currrnt offense.

Drug Use. Just over 80% reported using any
illicit drug at some time in their life; 59.7% used
some drug regularly (at least once a week for at
least a month); and 39.1% were under the influence
of an illicit drug at the time of the current offense.
Regular use of specific drugs were as follows:
marijuana/hashish 56.6%; cocaine 19.6%; am-
phetamines 15.6%; LSD 113%; barbiturates 9.3%;
PCP 6.4°0; quaaludes 3.1%; and heroin 4.5%. At
the time of committing their current offense, 31.7%
were under the influence of marijuena; 12.9%, co-
caine; 7.3%, LSD; 6.4%, amphetamines; 3.4%,
PCP; 2.9%, heroin; 2.8%, barbiturates; and 0.9%,
quaaludes.

Initiation. Use of any drug began at less than
10 years old for 19.7% of the juveniles, with the
most common time for beginmng drug use being
between age 12 and 13 (33.9%). While 10.5% be-
gan using drugs regularly before age 10, most be-
gan regular use between the ages of 12 and 13
(37.4%).

Use at Time of Crime. Nearly half (47.6%)
of the juveniles were under the influence of either
illicit drugs or alcohol at the time of committing
their current offense. The largest percenvege of

offenders who were under the influence were drug
offenders (59.3%). The largest percentage of
offenders who were under the influence of illicit
drugs (only) at the dine of the current offense were
those being held for drug possession (36)%).
Being under the influence of alcohol at the time of
the current offense was most commonly reported
by those who were serving time for murder
(17.3 ).

BLANE, HOWARD T. 1982-1983. Problem
drinking in delinquent and nondelinquent ado-
lescent males. American Journal of Drug and
Alcohol Abuse 9(2):221 - 232.14 refs.

To determine whether problem drinking among
delincpent youth differs qualitatively from 414

drinking among nondelinquent youth. a z- -repon
re was administered to 49 boys (aged

3-18 years) at a detention and evaluation center in
a northeastern city. A control group of 100 drawn
from a national survey matched for region, sex,
age, and racial composition with the delinqueM
sample.. The questionnaire asked about background
information, drinking behavior and its conse-
quences, and use of substances other than alcohol.
Problem drinking was defined as four or more re-
ported occasions of drunkenness over the previous
year and/or two or more areas of negative conse-

ences from drinking (school, friends, driving,
police).

Problem Drinking. The delinquent and non-
delinquent males were significantly different in the
Pe who were problem drinkers. Over two-
thirds (7.4%) of the delinquents were problem
drinkers, compared with 39.0% of the nondelin-
queens. Further analysis of the results indicated that
delinquent problem drinkers, compared with non-
delinquent drinkers, drank more per day, drank
more often, had more negative consequences in a
greater variety of areas, and were more likely to
perceive themselves having a drinking problem
(all significant). For nonproblem drinkers, the only
significant difference was that delinquents reported
more times drunk than nondelinquents. In general,
delinquents have more severe problems with
drinking than nondelinquents.

Illicit Drug Use. Delinquent problem drinkers
were significantly more lilWy to use illicit drugs in
the past six months than nondelinquent problem
drinkers. For instance, 96.9% of the delinquents
reported using marijuana in the past six months,
compared with 75.7% of the nondelinquents; the
figures for other psychotropics (LSD, am-
phetamines, barbiturates) were 53.1% and 20.5%,
and for hard drugs (cocaine, heroin), 43.8% and
0.0%. Among nonpreblem drinkers, over twice as
many delinquents as delinquents used marijuarir
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(80.0% vs. 37.3%), but use of other drugs by ei-
ther group was very low.

Correlates of Problem Drinidng. Among
problem drinkers, three differences between the
two groups were significant. Compared with non-

ems, delinquents: (1) had a lower mean
grade level (9.8 vs. 10.6); (2) were less likely to be
living with both parents (46.9% vs. 87.2%1 and
(3) were less likely to have been given a taste of al-
cohol b their parents (68.8% vs. 92.1%). For

em drinkers, delinquents were less likely
o have been given a taste of alcohol by their

parents (38.5% vs. 78.8%) and they had their fin t
drink later than nondelinquents (14.1 years vs.
12.5).

Conclusions. In agreement with previous stud-
ies, the results indicate that problem t . is
higher among de t itk than among n-
quents, and that . " " delinquents have
MOM severe r. 4.1 have hi r levels of illicit
drug use, 0. experience a broader range of social
and family pathology than problem 0. non-
delinquents. Delinquents who do nut have . 1.4

problems differ Hale from nondelinquents without
drinking problems. The high levels drinking and
drug use among delinquents suggest that delin-
quency treatnent programs need to include alcohol
and drug educaticre ,And prevention oamponents.

BRAUKMANN, CURTIS J.; BEDLING-
TON, M., ET AL. 1985. Effects of COMMU-
nity-based group-home treatment programs
on male juvenile offenders' use and abuse of
drugs and alcohol American Journal of Drug
and Alcohol Aktse 11(314):249- 278.48 refs.

In recent years, group homes for juvenile of-
fenders have gained in popularity as a result of the
trend toward deinstitunonalization. Group homes
are small residential facilities where a group of four
to ten adolescents live with program staff, who
provide various forms of support and guidance.
Little research, however, has been conducted to
determine the effect of pup-home treatment on al-
cohol and drug use by juvenile offenders.

This study compared eight homes in Kansas
using the Teaching-Family model with nine homes
in which the Teaching-Family model w not used.
The Teaching-Family homes consisted of a live-in
married couple who had been certified by the
National Teaching-Family Association or who were
in inserv;ze training. Each couple had received
training in the teaching of specific skills, self-govo
ernment, motivation, relationship development, and
youth advocacy. In addition, the youths in the
group homes were matched with a friend; these
friends served as a eontrol group. Over the course
of the study, the average daily attendance was 5.3
at the Teaching-Family homes and 6.5 in the non-
Teaching-Family homes. The average age of the
youths was 15.

18

Findings. The Teaching-Family group -homes
had a significant impact on alcohol use, marijuana
use, and some prosocial behaviors (achieving good
grades, helping others) while the youths were in
treatment. But neither the Teaching-Family nor the
comparison homes showed any significant
effect one year treatment. During treatment,
the Teaching-Family youths had significantly lower
drug measures and significantly higher prosocial
scores than their matched friends. One year after
treatment, only the prosocial measure was signifi -
cantly different. There were no significant differ-
ences, either during treatment or after treatment,
between the non-Teaching-Family youth and their
matched friends.

Conclusions. It appears that group homes,
particularly those that follow the Teaching-Family
model, can reduce drug use and encourage proso-
del behaviors during treatment. But long-term ef-
fects are less likely. While the results of this study
support the need for alcohol and other drug preven-
tion components in delinquency treatment pro-
grams, it also highlights the need for additional re-
search to develop programs that would have more
lasting effects on substance use. Certainly, fol-
lowup supervision and guidance after the group-
home experience would appear to be necessary in
order to reinforce the improvement gained during
treatment

CARPENTER, CHERYL; GLASSNER, B.;
JOHNSON, B. D.; AND LOUGHLIN, J..
1988. lads, Drugs, and Crime. Lexington, MA:
Lexington Books. 223 refs.

This redy sought to understand how adoles-
cents define, perceive, and conduct themselves as
regards drug use and criminal activities through
lengthy interviews with young people in "Yule City"
in New York. Three samples were selected: (1) a

:rposive sample of young people who had been
-4 after several months of field work as being

regular drug users or as being fr
quent

'pants
in delinquent activities (n=40); (2) a sample
of "normal" youths selected from two schools in the
community (n=40); and (3) a detained sample of
youths who were residing in the local detention fa-
cility or at group twines (n=20). These sample were
divided into three drug use categories (nonusers,
light users, heavy users) and into three crimina in-
volvement categories (no crime, episodic, serious).

The detailed interviews (lasting an average of
five hours) were transcribed to computer and then
coded for a wide variety of thematic topics. The re-
ported results consist primarily of excerpts from the
interviews and case studies of several of the partici-
pants.

Findings. In comparing the three samples, it
was found that both drug use and crime was highest
in the purposive and the detained sample and lowest
in the random sample. A third of the purposive

21



sample and 14% of the detained sample were heavy
users, compared with only 7% of the random sam-
ple. As regards criminal activity, 22% of the purpo-
sive sample and 20% of the detained were serious
offenders, compared with 6% of the random sample.
When the crime involvement and drug use categories
were combined, the strong association of crime and
drug use is evident: 70% of the detained sample and
55% of the purposive sample fell into the serious
crime-heavy use category, whereas only 13% of the
random fell into this categc-y. When criminal in-
volvement was examined in terms of levels of use, it
was found that only 2% of the nonusers had en-
gaged in serious crime, comparee with 5% of the
light users, and 41% of the heavy users.

The interview responses Sy the young people
provided a rich source of information about how
they viewed drn use and criminal behavior by
themselves and ftets. Much of what the youth had
to say provides a different perspective on the rela-
tionship between drug use and y than
what is four d in the literature on the su The au-
dims summarized the main findings as

Seriously delinquent tend to be regular
users of alcohol and other

In explaining how alcohol and other drugs in-
fluence criminal behavior, the youths cited conven-
tional wisdom (disinhibition, addiction, economic
need, mental illness) to account for the behavior of
others, but not for themselves.

The association between drugs and crime is
complex and assumes differing meanings depending
upon time, place, and involvement with others.

Nearly all of the delinquent youth stated that
they did not commit property crimes in order to ob-
tain money to buy drugs; they mainly stole in order
to buy consumer goods associated with teenage
culture.

Youths who sold drugs regularly were likely
to be the heaviest drug users.

Delinquent youths tended to rationalize their
crimes and to minimize their risk of being caught
and of causing personal harm to their victims.

Fear of arrest and trial in adult court caused
many delinquent adolescents to stop ch. reduce their
criminal activities.

DAWKINS, RUSSELL L., AND DAWKINS,
MARVIN P. 1983. Alcohol use and delin-
quency among Black, White, and Hispanic
adolescent offenders. Adolescence 18:799-
889. 24 refs.

In order to better understand the relationship
between alcohol use and delinquency, a quest In-
naire was administered to 342 juvenile offenders
(males and females) institutionalized at a training
school in 1979. The study examined three main
topics: (1) the correlation between drinking and
delin according to the seriousness of the of-
fense; (2 extent to which drinking is a signifl

Substance Abase, Delinquents, and Gangs

cant correlate of delinquency relative to other fac -
tors; and (3) the degree to which the relationship
between drinking and delinquency is affected by
ethnic factors.

Findings. For Blacks, drinking had the
suongest correlation with 111 4,1 y (both minor
and serious offenses), followed y arrest rat, sex,
and association with criminals. The same associa-
tions were found for Whites; in addition, heroin use
was negativel correlated with minor delinquent of-
fenses. Few correlations were found for
Hispanics: drinking was associated with minor
delinquent offenses, as was association with crimi-
nals.

With other variables held constant (sex,
father's occupation, arrest rate, association with
criminals, associations with drug users, and heroin
use), the partial correlation between drinking and
delinquency for Blacks was only slightly reduced.
For Whites,d partial correlation between drinking
and minor offenses was slight, but substantial for
serious offenses. For Hispanics, the t al
correlation between drinking and minor o
increased. In other words, with other variables held
constant, the suong relationship between drinking
and delinquency held up for each ethnic group,
although with somewhat different patterns.

Multiple nwession analysis indicated that, with
other factors controlled, drinking had a significant
effect on minor delinquency for each ethnic group.
Only for Blacks, however, was drinking the most
important single predictor of delinquency. For
Whites, drinking is a significant net predictor of se-
rious crime, but was more important than some
factors and less important than others. For
Hispanics, drinking was a strong net predictor of
minor offenses, but had little effect on serious of-
fenses.

Conclusions. The results support the view that
alcohol-related crimes by adolescents are likely to
be minor status (victimlets) offenses. Drinking was
strongly associated with serious delinquency for
Blacks and Whites but not for Hispanics, suggest-
ing the importance of cultural factors in assessing
the impact of drinking on serious The
findings indicate that two groups shout be targeted
for prevention efforts: Blacks who have an arrest
record and who drink frequently, and Whites who
have an arrest record and who are involved in
drinking and other drug use. In general, this study
highlights the importance of addressing the role of
alcohol use in juvenile delinquency.

19
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DEMBO, RICHARD; DERKE, MAX;
SCHMEIDLER, JAMES; AND WASH-
BURN, MARK. 1986-1987. Prevalence, cor-
relates and consequences of alcohol and
other drug use among youths In a juvenile de-
tention center. Journal of Prison and Jail
Health 6(2)97- 127.37 refs.

Interview information gathered in 1984 from
youths (n=145) in a juvenile detention facility was
used to anal the role of drug use in their lives,
the relationship between drug use and other prob-
lems, the different factors relating to alcohol use
and other drug use, and the adverse effects of drug
use on the lives of delinquent people. Out of
the total sample, 36 were status VS, and 109
were juvenile delinquents. The sample consisted of
52% males and 48% females. The average age was
15. The ethnic composition was 63% white, 35%
black, and 2% other. Between 21% and 28% had
been referred to the juvenile court four or more
times for status, misdemeanor, or felony offenses.
The interview schedule included background and
demographic information and measures of self-
derogation, psychological and emotional function-
ing, sexual victimization, physical abuse, alcohol
and other drug use, and the consequences of such
USE.

Prevalence of Use. Alcohol and other drug
use in this group was high. Nearly all (90%) of the
detainees reported that they had used alcohol use at
least once, compared with 65% in a national sample
of youth surveyed in 1982. Over four times as
many detention youth as youth in the national sur-
vey reported using alcohol on five or more days in
the previous 30 days (38% vs. 6%). As regards
other drug use, 41% of the youths said that they
had used marijuana 100 or more times in their lives.
Frequent use (11 or more times) was reported by
24% for cocaine, 12% each for inhalants and hallu-
cinogens, 4% for heroin, and 18% for nonmedical
use of sedatives. These ges are substan-
tially higher than those ound in other surveys of
comparably aged youth. Nearly 20% of the youth
reported using four or more illicit drugs eleven or
more times.

Age of Initiation. Consistent with the results
of other surveys, alcohol was the first drug used
(mean age 11.1 years), followed by mari-
juana/hashish (11.8 years), sedatives, tranquilizers,
stimulants, analgesics, and inhalants (123 to 12.9
years), and hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin
(13.4 years).

Consequences of Use. Of the 131 detainees
who had used alcohol at least once, 62% said alcc-
hol had made them sick; 50% had been in trouble
with their families because of alcohol; 19% to 29%
experienced problems with school, friends, or po-
lice as a result of alcohol; and 25% said they had
experienced four or more adverse effects from alco-
hol.
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Of the 127 detaftes who had used at least one
illicit drug, 51% had been in trouble with their fam-
ilies because of their drug use; 45% noted doing
*wanly in school because of it; 26% had been in
truubk with the police; 28% had been in trouble
with their friends; 35% had been sick because of
drag use and 33% had experienced four or more
adverse effects from drug use.

The higher the involvement in alcohol use or il-
licit drug use, the greater the number of adverse
consequences associated with use. The conse -

of alcohol and drug use were more serious
males than for ferules.
Correlates of Use. Four variables were found

to be significant predictors of alcohol use: ethnicity
(white), !wing an antisocial value/behavior orien-
tation, age (beim older), and having a higher num-
ber of refunds to juvenile court for felony charges.
Six variables were found to be significant
predictors of illicit drug use: ethnicity (white),
having a higher number of referrals to juvenile
court for felony charges and for status offenses,
having higher levels of self- derogation, and having
been sexually victimized and physically abused.

Conclusions. The results show that the sub-
stance use of these youths in a detention facility
was part of a larger pattern of interrelated problems.
Reducing both drug use and continued criminal ac-
tivity requires a range of comprehensive services
that address the various personal problems of juve-
nile offenders, in addition to their drug use. An
essential component of such a program is identify-
ing youth at nsk for frequent drug use and criminal
activity as early as possible. Juvenile detention fa-
cilities would appear to be an optimal place to do
this.

DEMBO, RICHARD; DERTKE, M., ET AL.
1987. Heavy marijuana and crime use among
youths entering a juvenile detention center.
Journal of Psychoactive Drugs 19(1):47-56. 21
refs.

Previous research has found that young people
who are frequent users of drugs have crime rates
several times higher than those who do . it use
drugs or who use only alcohoL The level of crimi-
nal activity appears to vary directly with the level of
drug use, particularly heroin and cocaine. To fur-
ther explore the drug-crime relationship, youths
admitted to a juvenile detention center in Tampa,
Florida, in November 1985 were questioned about
their criminal history and drug use.

Interviews were completed with 77, and 66 of
these agreed to provide a urine sample for drug
analysis (the enzyme multiplied immunoassay
technique, EMIT). Most of the subjects were males
(77%) and White (71%), with an average age of
15.3 years. The majority (58%) had been placed in
the detention center on charges of burglary or other
nondtvg-related felony offense. Many youth had



had repeated contact with the juvenile court before
screening: 31% had been referred to juvenile court
four or more times for nondrug-related misde-
meanors and 39% for nontkug-related felonies.

Findings. Over half of the reaCris (53%) who
provided a urine sample tested positive for at least
one of the seven dogs included in the urinalysis;
42% tested positive for one drug and 11% tested
positive for two drugs. These are probably censer -
votive figures since some of the youths who
submitted tune samples had been in the detention
center for aver 48 hours, which means that cocaine
and short- barbiturates may not have been de-
tected. eta, t. was detected in the urine of all but
one of the youths who tested positive for drugs.

A match between urinalysis results and self-re-
ported drug use indicated undeneporting of use.
Six of the 32 youths who tested positive for
cannabis not admit to recent use of marijuana or
hashish youth in the interview, and two of the four
who tested positive for cocaine did not indicate re-
cent cocaine use.

Youths who tested positive for cannabis had
twice as many referrals for nondrug-related felonies
to juvenile court as had youths who tested negative
for cannabis. Also, the lifetime frequency of mari
jut= or hashish use as nearly twice as among
the cannabis-positive as among the =nab!! nega-
tive group. The greater the number of refetrale to
juvenile court for nondrug-reiated felony offenses,
the greater the likelihood of testing positive for
cannabis.

Conclusions. Frequr ra marijuana use among
these youths seems to be related to a commitment to
a lifestyle associated with a high level of involve-
ment in serious criminal behavW. The juvenile de-
tention center would appear to be a likely place to
provide intervention efforts to identify youths at
risk for continued drug and criminal involvement
and to provide help with their personal, social, and
family problems.

DONOVAN, JOHN E., AND JESSOR, R.
1985. Structure of problem behavior In adoles-
cence and young adulthood. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology 53(6): 0-
904. 45 refs.

The present study had three oh = yes: (1) to re-
analyze data from an earlier sam of high aehool
and college-age youth (lessor and lessor 1977) to
determine whether various problem behaviors reflect
a single underlying common factor (problem syn-
drome); (2) to determine the generality of the single-
factor model in a different, more heterogeneous
sample (Rachel et al. 1980); and (3) to determine
whether the problem syndrome could he demon-
strated in young adults (using the sample as in the
first objective). The problem behaviors examined
were illicit drug use, problem drinking, deviant be-
havior, and precocious sexual intercourse.

Substance Abase, Delinquents, and Gangs

Study 1. The data to test the first objective con-
sisted of a subset of data from high school students
(n=244) and college students (n=1114) from
Colorado in Year 3 and Year 4 of a longitudinal
study conducted in the early 1970s. Analysis of data
from males and females in bout the high school and
the college sample for both years indicated that a
single common factor was quate to account for
the correlations among the four problem behaviors.

Study 2. The data in the second : i was
derived from the 1978 National Study of Ad
Drinking; for comparison with the sample in Study
1. fatly data from 11th- and 12th-g aide studerts in
the national sample were used (n=2,652). The mea-
sures of problem were similar to these in Study 1,
except that about sexual behavior were not
included in the national study. : I the results of
the analysis indicated that the 1:4 factor model ac-
counted for the correlations among the various
problems behaviors.

Study 3. To test whether a problem syndrome
would be found in young adults in their middle to
late 20s, data were analyzed from high school and
college students from the sample in Study 1 who
completed questionnaires in 1979 and 1981. fr 3 in
Studies 1 and 3, the various problem behaviors
could be explained by a single common factor.

Conclusions. The findings of the three studies
undertaken confirmed that the association among
adolescent problems behaviors can be accounted for
by a single common factor and that thin same factor
is also evident in problem behaviors exhibited by

1: adults in their 20s. The single-factor model
MIS to males and females, to differ-
ing education to differing socioeconomic and
ethnic groups, to different age cohorts, and at differ-
ent points in time. One hypothesis to explain these
results is that the common factor underlying prob-
lems behaviors is a dimension of unconventionality.
The results of this study sug st that prevention
programs may be improved by their fo-
cus from specific problem behavior and devoting
attention to the problem syndrome that lays behind
such behavior.

'-,,:;41
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ELLIOTT, DELAERT S.; HUIZINGA,
DAVID; AND AGETON, SUZANNE S. 1985.
Explaining Delinquency and Drug Use. Bev-
erly Hills: Sage Publications. 187, refs.

This study provides an em 'heal test, using
longitudinal data, of an theoretical model
to explain delinquency and drug use. The model
synthesizes and expands on three theories: (1)
strain theory (that delinquency results from
frustrated needs or wants); (2) social control theory
(that delinquency results from the failure to develop
internal controls and/or from weak external
controls); and (3) social learning theory (that
delinquency results from direct socialization to
deviance within adolescent peer groups).
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The integrated model postulates that strain,
inadequate sodalization, and social disorganization
are the primary causes of weak bonding to conven-
tional glows, activities, and mums. Weak bonding
and strain lead some young people to become active
in delinquent peer gimps bonding
to delinquent groups, aunbined with bonding
to conventional nouns and results in a high
likelihood of involvement in e including
drug use. At the same time, .2 I in delin-
quent activities and drug use bonds te
d eta groups.

integrated model was tested using data
from the National Youth Survey, a nationefere
probability sample of youths interviewed in 1977,
1978, and 1979 about their delinquent and drug-
using behavior during the previous year. The initial
sample consisted of 1,725 youths, with a loss rate
of 6% by the final year. The model was tested
using eight ;indictor variables (including measures
of strain, conventional bonding, and deviant peer
bonding) and five measures of self-repotted delin-
quent behavior and drug use as dependent vari-
ables.

Findings. Multivariate analysis indicated that
the main factors that influence both delinquency and
drug use were prior dellnquency and involvement
in delinquent peer both of which often pro-
vided a good estimate the level of involvement in
delinquency and drug use. Strain and conventional
bonding showed only weak and indirect effects on
delinquency and drug use. Further analysis of the
relationship between conventional and delinquent
bonding found that young people with low bonding
to delinquent peers reported less delinquency than
would be expected from their previous
delinquency. Young people with strong bonds to
delinquent peers were more delinquent than those
with weak bonds, and their firquenc3 of delinquent
behavior and drug use is increased to the degree
that they had low conventional bonding.

Conclusions. For purposes of prevention, the
main finding of this study is that young people who
are involved with pro-social friends are at low risk
for delinquency and drug use, while those who are
involved with Mends are at high risk.
Although the results zf ghlight the importance of the
adolescent peer group as the context out of which
delinquency originates and is perpetuated, many
prevention and teem=

pro:
actually encour-

age the development of 'nquent peer groups.
Particularly in treatment programs, delinquent
youth associate enly with 'Aber delinquent youth,
and they are seldom exposed to pro-social
influences from conventional peers. A more
productive strategy would be to design programs in
which delinquent youth and those at risk for
delinquency are integrated into conventional peer
groups. It is both more effective and less costly to
direct intervention efforts at delinquent peer groups
than to develop broad-based programs that attempt
to strengthen the conventional bonding or change
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the beliefs and values of those young people who
are already at low risk of engaging in delinquency
or drug use.

FAGAN, JEFFREY. 1 The social organi-
zation of drag use and drug dealing among ur-
ban_:gangs. Criminology 27(4)433-669. 71 refs.

The " drug use, drug deal -
Leg, crime, and e s 1k4kli were examined
surveys among gang members in three cities
(Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Diego) in 1984
and 1985. A gang was defined as a "group [of
adolescents or young adults] who are (a) generally
perceived as a distinct fe, by others in the
neighborhood, (b) two themselves a &no-
table group (almost invariably with a group name),
and (c) have been involved in a sufficient number
of [illegal] incidents to call for a consistent negative
response from neighborhood residents and/ it en-
forcement agencies." Fifty gang members from
each city were recruited for the study by a
"snowball" technique. All were melee they ranged
in age from 13 to 20 years and were mainly from
minority groups. The results from the three cities
were reported together.

Prevalence of Use. Use of drugs at least once
b members ranged from 41% for heroin to

for alcohol. Of those who used drugs at least
once, frequent use (12 or more times within the
past year) ranged from 13% for herein to 41% for
alcohol. These prevalence rates are higher than for
general adolescent populatiom in inner cities.

Criminal Behavior. The majority of gang
members reported engaging in some type of crimi-
nal activity e the past year, the most frequent
being extortion ( %) and felony theft (64%). Just
over half (51%) reported drug sales. The largest
percentages of ftequent criminal acts (12 or more
times in the past year) were for robbery (22%),
felony theft (22%), minor theft (24%), and extor-
tion (21%); the least common frequent acts were
felony (15%) and minor assault (9%) and drug
sales (14%). Although violence is relatively infre-
quent compared with, other nonviolent behaviors, it
is still higher tbren among no gang adolescents.

Gang Typology. Four types of gangs were
identified. Type 1 ("social ") was involved in
few criminal activities and sales and little dru
use except for alcohol and marijuana. Type
("party gang") was involved in few nondrug crimi-
nal activities, but had a high prevalence of drug
use, drug sales, and vandalism. Type 3 ("serious
delinquents") included gangs with high levels of all
types of criminal behavior, but only moderate in-
vole gent in drug sales and "hard drugs. Type 4
("organizations") gangs were heavily involved in

drug sales, and drug use and exhibited
a high degree of cohesion and organization.

Conclusions. Although the peevalence of drug
use, drug dealing, and criminal activity is higher



among gang youth than among nongang youth, the
relationship among these behaviors within is
complex. There are different degrees of involve-
ment by individuals in and in the various
types of gang activities, fferent levels of drug use
and delinquency by gangs and by their individual
members, and different associations among various
activities. Only a small corn group are responsible
for the highest rates and severity of deviant behav-
ior, including violence. While violence does occur
in relation to chug sales, it is more often associat-1
with status, territorial, and other types of gang c.,..
ffict

FARROW, JAMES A., AND FRENCH,
JAMES. 1987. The drug abuse-delinquency
connection revisited. Adokscence 21151.960.
14 refs.

Popular opinion and research studies associate
substance abuse and delinquency; while it has gen-
erally been found that delinquency precedu drug
abuse, a clear causal connection has not been estab-
lished. The relationship between drug abuse and
delinquency was investigated in a sample of 91
adoleqeents in a state juvenile correctional facility.
Three- fourths of the respondents were males. The
mean age was 14.8 years. The questionnaire asked
about background information, ,tin ig use, reasons
for use criminal history, perceptions of drug ef-
fects, and perceptions of the connection between
drug use and criminal behavior.

Drug Use. With this sample of delinquents,
81% reported having used drugs (unspecified)
during the six months prior to their incarceration.
The percentage of respondents who reported dail
use of different drugs was as follows: heroin 3.3
cocaine 9%; LSD 2.2%; PCP 2.2%; speed 19%;
downers 12%; marijuana 50%; solvents 4.4%; to-
bacco 76%; and alcohol 31%. Mean age at first use
for most drugs was 11 or 12 years.

Reasons for Use. The common reasons given
for using drugs were (in descending order) to over-
come * 4 i to have fun, peer influence, to be
cool, :* in escape problems.

Parental Use and AWJudes. Nearly one-third
(32%) of the subjects said their parents were ab-
stainers, and 22% said their parents were daily
users of alcohol or other drugs. Over half (54%)
reported that their parents were apathetic or passive
in their attitude toward their child's drug use 28%
indicated that their parents were angry or unhIppy,
but took no specific actio'

Pelinquency. The mean age at first arrest was
10.8 years. Sixty percent of the subjects reported
having committed more than three offenses before
they were incarcerated. Two-thirds of the crimes
for which the subjects were incarcerated were
crimes against property, one-third were crimes
against persons. A high proportion (64%)
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committed at least one of their crimes with other
youth.

Drugs and Delinquency. With regard to the
association between drugs and crime, 35% rted
that most of their crimes were committed the
influence of drugs. while 29% said that none of
their crimes were committed while intoxicated.
Dealing in drugs was repotted by 66% of the sub-
jects; stealing drugs or alcohol, by 57%; and steal-
ing to buy drugs or alcohol, by 57%. When asked
their opinion about the relationship between their
drug use and their criminal behavior, 39% said that
drug use caused their delinquency, whereas 26%
said that their delinquent behavior led thin to use
more drugs.

Conclusions. While this study did not
establish a causal connection between drug use and
delinquency, it did document the importance of
drug use one factor in a deviant lifestyle which
contributes to delinquency. Delinquents perceive a
stronger relationship between drug use criminal
behavior than do researchers. The reasons for this
perception warrant further investigation.

FROST REED, BARBARA J., AND MAY
PHILIP A. 1984. Inhalant abuse and juvenile
delinquency: A control study In Albuquerque,
New WACO. International Journal of the Ad-
dictions 19(7):7 - 803.25 refs.

The relationship betweeta inhalant abuse and
cy was studied among mostly Hispanic

ju es in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Inhalants
included such substances as gasoline, glue, sol-
vents, spray paints, and aerosols. The criminal of-
fenses of a of 100 juvenile delinquents who
had been for chronic inhalant abuse were
compared with the offenses committed by two con-
trol groups: a group closely matching the experi -
mental group in age, sex, and ethnicity (Control
Group I), and a randomly chosen group of e
delinquents (Control Group II). The is were
correlated and compared to similar studies.

In the experimental group and Control group I,
the average age was 15.2 years, 84% were male.
and 91% were Hispanic. Among the inhalant
abusers, 44% lived in single-parent homes with
their mothers (compared with 37% in Control
Group I and 31% in Control Group II), and over
half (57%) of these families had annual incomes
under S6,000 (compared with 40% for Control
Group I and 18% for Control Group II). One-third
of the abusers had dropped out of school
(com with 12% for Control Group I and 11%
for ontrol Group II), and 14% had been
suspended (compared with 3% for Control Group I
and 3% for Control Group II).

Findings. The inhalant abusers had been ar-
rested for 754 offenses, 2.8 times more frequently
than either control group. The largest number of
offenses committed by a single inhalant abuser was
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early intervention programs should seek to reduce
conduct disorders and antisocial behavior, correct
poor family-management practices, prevent school
failure, counter family and peer influences, and
promote the development of social skills. There are
a variety of promising . Olt to preventing
adolescent drug abuse and 4.

Early childhood education with parent in-
volvement
Parent training in positive child rearing
Cognitive skills mining in schools
Proactive classroom management
Law-related education
Life skills training
Problems-solving and behavioral skills vain-
ing
Enhancement of instruction to improve aca-
demic success
Social influences strategies
Sdwol-based health clinics

While these approaches are promising, in most
cases their effectiveness in reducing rates of delin-
quency and drug use has yet to be clearly demon-
strated.

INCIARDI, JAMES A., AND POTTIEGER,
ANNE E. Forthcoming (1990). Kids, crack,
and crime. Journal of Drug Issues. 8 refs.

Involvement in drug use and dealing, especially
of crack, was studied in a sam of 254 Miami
youths deemed to be "seriously " (having
committed 10 FBI "index" offenses or 100 lesser
crimes in the 12 months before the interview).
Approximately 85% of the subjects were male,
15% female; 43.3% were White, 39.4% Black, and
17.3% Hispanic. The median age of the subjects
was 14.7 years, and 89.4% had been expelled or
suspended from school at inn once.

Drug Use and Dealing. All of those inter-
viewed had histories of multiple drug use. Nearly
80% had some involvement in the crack cocaine
business (7.9% with "minor involvement," 54.3%
as "dealers," and 18.1% as "dealers+"meaning
some sort of involvement in the manufacturing,
smuggling, or wholesaling of crack).

The greater a youth's involvement in the crack
business, the more likely was drug use of all types
For instance, regular marijuana use among those
with no involvement in the crack business was
66%, compared with 80% of those with minor in-
volvement in the business, and 100% of those in
the dealer+ group. Regular crack use ranged from
2% for those with no involvement in the cmck
business to 87% of those in the dcala+ group.

For those dealing crack, nearly 90% frequently
received crack as part of their payment for drug
sales. In addition, 70.3% cf those in the dealer cat-
egory and 93.5% of those in the dealer+ category
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had spent $1,000 or more on crack for personal use
in the previous 90 days.

Those with no or minimal involvement in the
crack business were more likely to have had bad
experiences with crack (two-thirds of those with no
involvemaa and three-fifths of those with minor
involvement). Almost the reverse was the case in
the dealer and dealer+

The popularity o the crack business is ex-
plained by several factors; high youth unemploy-
ment, the attractiveness of the crack business as a
lifestyle (high profitability, upward mobility, the
romance of street life), and the euphoria induced by
the drug itself.

Crim:nality. A link was demonstrated
between crack use and the number of crimes
committed. For the group with no involvement in
the crack business, the mean number of crimes
committed in a 12-month period was 375.9. For
those in the dealer+ category, the figure was
1,419.1. It appears that "crack dealing finances
crack use, crack use encourages more crack use,
and more crack use requires more profit-making
crimes."

Treatment. The criminal justice system had
been successful in locating these offenders (87% of
subjects had been arrested within the previous 12
months), but not in treating them. Fewer than 4%
of the subjects had ever been in drug treatment --a
reflection of an overburdened juvenile court system
and inadequate resources for treatment.

Sk

ICANDEL!, DENISE B.; SIMCHA-FAGAN,
ORA; AND DAVIES, MARK. 1986. Risk
factors for delinquency and illicit drug use
from adolescence to young adulthood. Jour-
nal of Drug issues 16(1):67-90. Si refs.

Using longitudinal data covering a nine-year
period, this study examined the predictors of delin-
quency and drug use from adolescence to young
adulthood and the role that involvement in one of
these behaviors has for later involvement in the
other. The sample consisted of a cohort of young
people from New York State who were first studied
m 1971, at age 15-16 years, and interviewed again
in 1980, at age 24-25 years (n=1,004).

Criminality. Nearly half (49%) of the young
adult males and 23% of the young adult females
had engaged in at least one delinquent ay in their
lifetime; 55% of the males who had done so and
52% of the females were involved in at least one
delinquent act in the past year. Mum, while women
are less likely to become involved in delinquency
than men, once they do so they are nearly as likely
to persist in delinquent activities. Persistence of
drug use from adolescence to young adulthood was
greater than persistenee of delinquency.

Drug Use. Ever use of illicit drugs (other than
marijuana) at least ten times was reported by 28%
of males and 17% of females; 75% of the males and



1

9 ' .1 f, 1 14 ' 14 : 1 1:111 .4.4 * it * *1,..::_9 1)311: AA: 4 41'

411.41 ` ..7 ' +. '' 6 ft I : s 4...f 1/ - , .11 ' t l., ..air '.- I al '

t 11.
,... 4 4 4 s't 1 I oa I Itt' I t" t ''' t

s, : if 42

141 It t, a.,....1 ' It 11 ''''`.4 1: 1 " 4 46 I i a4 I II t'a 4 : -1, 4 II :1I :.a a 1'. a I I , I

a L r a j 1 i V : it 1 ..A.1 I I I 1 : '5 4. 4 ..U141 tt 1 ; i 1 3 -3 (i./1.. k 1 1 1 k _ i'it 2.2.1

1 1 41.11 tl, '4 I 11 Ni411 V 1 I
1. '5, '' 1

( 4 3.1..._V-4 -`1, i tr.t oc, 4

i --.. 4_ :.1 .11* ' r 1 4141:4 4 .4 I I 41) t 11...... IIII ' 4 , ,44 4, ' II t4 1 4: 0 .:-.. 4 II I '

...; 4 . i,:\ 1 ;A 4 I 41_1,41 a it. t 1 4. * '4 k k *-:k :1..11.- ' 44

t,I I, 4 4 41 .11 4.'t i 1 4 ,t I ,, i - 1. 4 t' : 1' /.___ 11,11 *4

II : 1_1 4.. 114 4, 4 iii ,-,1 I *I 4 11.: ' i t II; 4 v.,, t 14c4,-.4 14 ` . 4 14 ;1 6 4 . 4 -

:.I 6441 /1 : i 114;1 ' 11 4,: ' i ' .. 11,4111 (61 0 46 1t .4 / It' .4,1:111iik 41 : 1 VA414 1. , LI 4 VI:1f

I I I 4 4 1 .. ".1 , 4 1 `J.:_. 5 4 4 4 4 .
1 .41 4,..1, I 4' t 1 6.4' 4

4 II .1 - I 4 .:14.=a. i 41 11 : I,- -.,10 I . li $ 1(.11_1- 1 .11 :Hit :1 : .1 . '1,-1; , 1

:.11 a .11 1 ',I'll ' 11.11.: 4,1

'4411...1:4..11% 4) I 4' 1 411.11-1411 ...4

1 1 1 4 ' 11 $ 1
6,4,+.._,61 4 11) 4.. 1 1 t(e. I 4 1"1

h I 4

11, 14 NI` I' : 146 1 If

*A' _ V , 1 / w-4/1 4 11 1 +4

v?. 641 'Aft .:+1t111,4

l_ 44' : I I ;

'Li--61 _till) $ I 44
$

. s. I II 5 0 vtt 1 1.41 t" 4_1 +14, 41 4 4,1

1 2. II 4 ' I If -.11 '.., .."-$ li I 1 1 . ; "..4 4 II 1 I : ;I4_141 4 4 -11.11 I i

II ' ' I II ...I 1 b. i ,,_ It i' i .4:it 10t .. 41 'I1 ," II .1 4111 14 I: 11 t I :: ' 1-`.

4 7+41 1+1 64 $ ' :" 4 II, 1=4,._,-, r ' If , 4 lt : , 144 101... 41, 1114:',1 4,4 I,' 4, t'l ...1 I 41

' 1 1 1 1 '+}/ : . 1 4 446. I . 1 f t , I ' 4 1 1 A I 4 4 4 : 4 I ; t ' * 1 . _f - : : : 140.1 ' .4 1

I ....ti I 4 1 ' .: I _ i . .4 I 14 t 1_,:14 : ' 41 : I I l' : :4.. .
4 t '4 .

''. 69 1 i ..!/1.1 V 444 :114+ 11-1 = 1

4 1.4191 I .1 44 `."`.4 I 4 4 4 4 .46 II .1. 11+4 4 " -,-4.: If I A ;\ it 4. 1,141 I .11 $

1 '''' -8 r.....1 14I;14 4 ..o 4 8 Alt .44 8 11. 4 11 i -111 4 .. :,..= I X. 1,11 .1 44 ' 1 4 4 : sir

4 , 1 4 4154 II ' 4411 ..1 4 11 i N al 11 $.1 1.1: 4 ' t4, II $1 .'8.,` -.4`1,"st.,041 t :1

if 44 1 4 . 6116 ' t 44 4,1_.7,:i. 46:4 4 II` If I ,{....1,..)/: 4. ;14,4 .4' VI 1 '(I ;440411 1 41

54 4 4 .41:4.1 444 4 CII 1f: :. 4 .: ``..-",4441:11A :114 111 t 4 44 1114: t 111114: 1 +4

.."4 . 4 1): 41 : t :k '11 4 44111111 14, tile II 11 .21: 1 .4 4 It 44111,1 14: 0 14 :11 ''"..k1111 ' .1; 11 V'

1 it .4 *lt a ... I - 1 li 1 Ilt 1 I :t1.611 11 I :4, 4 *4 t,i-t II :k_-!5f: r. '14kor 4 :1 ' t.:

t I ' *. : I --I :..1 411 ": ,4,421.4 , I Ali jv.. 4 4, 64 44 V. 6 114.!

-+ I + 1 .4 l 64 6.01111;111 ' 4 1141.1 1.1 itt 64 4, It: 11 0 It.: '11' I 4 ., I ., I,.*.f 11 I'

4 % 4 . 1 6,1 4 IA: 1 4 1 1 1 1,4 1+14 .(4 411`.11111 I :II 4 1 _,...tot ',I 4,102,-i / II

t4 4 ! (4 :, 4 1 14 I '. IF: ii 44 :;.i f.. :,f, tle'41,,,_1* I. 41. 4.- le :- 14

4 4001,1 111 t.._ 1 4 1,01 V, 0 41' 14 4 IA 1 I. ,..4,1 . 4 ''' 4 4 II .4.1,..14 ' 4 '

1 1 .t '4 '/_41 I .k.'016/ : 4 14 .84 . 44,11 fi 1`1 .14, 1 .11_ 114 . 16,4A ' 4E4 4 -4 414.41, : 4

4.1 I II 4 11, II 1 4...511 ii, -41 * : i I`.4 $ 4": 41` : t 4::A1 14 11 :`4,A

1,11 4 .'.(4 I 1 '6: ``' .1 I 1/_,..- 'NII :. -

I : :il1..:,`4:111,1 ' '4 4) '4:1114 t *It , ? t 11.,,14 ig

s , '-.51 I : ' III I ktit,t ss, I ` t .4 , t it 'I: ,
.

, I
11 1 61 -III 4 14 4 I 1

1 1 -4(.04' 1 S 4 , , ' 1

IV 14' I 1 I -I

1 1 1' k? 11 ... ;.' 84 L4 Ill

*k 4 I ' t 4
i I :II I :1 1 : i -'.,. I: , 1...41 4 I : 1 14 I

....."11 1 1 4 , 1 1'1 4 r 4 I ' 11.11;1 :: 11 .6, : 1,1 1 4 .11,1 11 ...

/ :4_,.._ :kS1 it : * is *a .:-.. fly, t 4 , I ..al i 64 11 ..., I

1.1 :II v, 641 , t '``''4 ..., 44$ 4 .7" 4 4 4 ',1±,611±:. ..16.4._I , :III 4 +1 4 -6, 111 ....41',.....4

It -: I :I CAA II_1 ..1 44 :: ti 1_4,.:2_11 4. +.-4 4 :444 ...k; 4 44 - 4 -*I. : 4 1,4 1 111

' 11 1 1 : 14 1 11 11 4 1.11. V II 1 11 1
*11 i

$ 1 1 : ." : 10 1 11 1 4 '

izi 4 4 1-;4: ,- ' '4 t It - I : 4 :14 1- 141; ''a-I la at,' `614111_11' 4 4' 4' '111 4 . 0:1114 46

4' 4 ' 4 : it II/ ...*, 4: 1 CIS 4 II 1 :{41 4..4; I It 414 I It 4 :41 , II 1p *4 6r1/1 1

4 : :It 4 , 4 "111 it 4)4 I III lit : 8141, 14 ; ' -4 ZI 5 s, ,' -114 8 4 :

4 :I; ,-.1 4 11,41 44:1f. *I ;' fr *4 If : I, I 11 II 3, if . : 4 4. :1 41

:11 Ii 411 It 'III I I 4 4 :1 1 4 I ' 4. : if .9 : 4 lot*, 4 448,14 , it 8,3_ 1 '441 6 1 1411

6.4 4 4 .. fil 1114 4 ...I , 6 II 4 441 -11.. 141 114,',. ' t , 1 t'll 124_41A; 4 I

;', 11 1 4 Z1 ....4 4 ..; 1.11J_414 t; 4 I : I 4 ' I , II I

$ 1 4. 4 : le, '-' I I ' i 4 ' s. '414 I 1: II 14 1 ' .4 If : 4 ..1 41 I tta I _112: . '

St 1 t 4 ... :111 5 . 8 : 1 :1,, : s +4 I " 1 : t 4 ' 4: II I :41



. 4 I.

. l'I 4 4
I ... I 4.1.1 4 4 0 et; y e I : 4 1' Val 1 t_.,.1 1 .,4 4 4

4, 1;4 .1 6 ,:4 1 t ' tt.,:4 a y, ... 4 ,4 .fl I I I 41 4 I 1 1 4

ft :4, 6 o It ...-,' o :,o. 1 I : L 1 I.) ... $14 .411 1 10 ost It: _. :11 " 4.y!' 4 1..4

441 I I I . 4 . 4 at'. 114 1 , 4 4 ft .4 5 ft 014.11 '1 1 4 U : I 4,4 41

. ' , 4 1. Iii74.i.N. Lik15 ,
_, , ' It* ,4

.5,
45 44 (1 4.1 . 4 ' 11, '..4:144,.j14,,4 04/ If 4 If I

4554 1 . ' 4 : 4 i 4 I 4. .1 et:114_84 .4 . It i ...,1 4 :4: 1

a I ' , 4, II `41,1(1.. le,. I ...II 4 :114 : et '161 41 11.1 '4 Ice ir -1 ..4 1 . 14 I ....--4 :t..414.,4

41 14 1 4 44 41 I I 4;5 '1 L 4=, 4 i 4 , , 4 : t I 4

.1 :: :: 11 I el 1 1 : ' ': 1 1 4 ''''3 a , 4 " .4 et ..'t,, ... 4 'A, it 144 : : I le I 4 : .

1 ' -40. : :" : 4 i '1 ...0{ 4.:' 4, 11 II lt.: ; 1 ' 4 1; 4 4

# '4 .._144:.1,4} ' :I 4 I : 1 1' 4 II ..1 $ $ I ,,,,..$14,. 4 $14 14 i II. 40.14111...114. , 1( 1 1.1 t.
1 l' 1 :5t :41 4 lus 45 1 15',4 If . 41 4: 14 14 1 I., : 5

tut 4 :14 44 5.4 *tut 1.... 4 4 .4 * 4 4 I 414 ".. ' 1.: ..te611'.14 4 .4 0 11 :-111 e,
et 4: 1 4514 I 4 '454 4 1- 1 4 -,14 '14 ;i4 : . 4 If : 54 it t ' . -I'

1 ' 111 *-11 . 1 1 311,I1 1 4 . 1.:4 t I 4 4 4

I 4. Z., I ".I -44.45A1. : 5,4 14 . 11,-.5:- "...:.. I , 45 5 II : 4 a 4.5,5,4 * 4 4 4 154 Ili: 14.. :14

I f: I 14 1 0(1 - I . s' I 4 4 1 : 11 4 I :.l i 4 : :1; 1, .1 .44 1...,t
It r I t 4. 1 4,41 4 im 14 4,4 I *.S1,`-1/47.:liklI I, '1 4 1 1 i : I It 1

to 4 ,.4. 4 4' 1,.;.4 .41. II 4.4: 114 5 .4 a .111,.."...: ' 4: 4 ' 1 ...`" 4 ' ....to ,ii I '

et 1_11 11 . '.414. ta...114 " : , I 4.1 41, , :4 4 -":' 4 4, 1 1: . .L
eV :4 "A ..4 4 " a sip .tel.;,...., 4 ...1 4 4 4 ' 4 ' :... i :. I 11 0 4 a i 1 ta. ' .11.4 11.1%.,...0.:,/ :11!$..; Al

.41:4 a 1 .; 1 i 11 : .11,4 1+11 1.s.:' ....'. a: 4 1. 1 .4 : .555144 a

,`11 4,4,:: 15 ill 4. a I i .4 '`.... s.4.11 et I 1 44511 ty 1t I a 11 441 4
4 11

^4

.14 1... 1.,: ' a .1 I'.1 11 141 1.4 1 4 t .4. 1: I I 4 I 4 ,.....:-

;A 1 4,` I 14 y.'`,, 1 : :# .14,1 14 .4 . :k 1' 114 I .1 4 1 II 5544 it itt 4 Wit 64 11 4 44 5,4 0 4 t 1. 1.3

4 4 ..4 ::' 1 t , 4 1 /4.,. 4I 4 4 ' ir 4 .4 1 4.11 t'i1 14 : 45544 II. 4,:' 15 4 It 11 51.4
44 4 44 4 "4.4 I 44 : 4 : 64 is 44 I ,44":5 ' I 4 4 .45 ',.., ' 45 4 I:

'.:.44 ;,,,:t .,145.5.4 :54,..:' 4 4 51 541: 5454 41 0 " ' Ott 61_4114 II 4 .4.4 14K- 1 , 4

44 41 14 1 '5141

I

:+

141 ti", 4 II

It
11214 Its" '4 ,

It

4 1 4 I 4,-44 " 4 4,4

f..1 a "4...1 44 05`.4 :: 5 : .5 55'4 4 ' 1 4 , , 1
:,...14 t II ; 4 4 4 4, ' I 4, /I I I

4 9 4551 14 at VII II 11 I 61 4 1,4: 4 If
4 11114 4 4:4 ' 1 ..,5154.4 : '' 4' I

, '" : y I a

I I 4 I 4 1 ' 11 I: 1 1415

414 li I 44 11 ell 41 11 4 4 ;,..:' . : 4
.

I 1 1.4.1 4' 4 I I : 1 I 0

I OS 4 : le I 4,4.4: I I
15 ,." 9 4 5

4 : .1 I 4

'.' *
t f4 4 I 0 4 0 lit: II '

4,.....1..51 a . 4 1 . 4 ` /..i1 1M -

4 : I41 14 -' :54 4 1,4 ,.: 4 : ';;IA ....
4 .""11.41,141 1 6;511 * . ''''I a LIL-'....! P I

4

'

I

I II

$15.1 1 54

I . $154

I/ II .44 4 4 111 4 44 1 .55. '44 4 4 -
a : 1 .4 I , 4"54 , : i l 't 44 , ;14 4

6.4: :1 4 4 15 : to. ,4 ;s4,45 ti 054,41.:4 ;,1451
.4.45....m5

4iii..2,14,1.* a 45: 4 14 111 If'' 14 4 I Ii

4 11 4 ' 4 , 1, ' a 4 a 411 at* 4 4,1

v. ' .... : *I 14 s 1 44 4 444 ,... 1 1 114 I 1.45A j

t 044 ! 4.1 _A. : :11 I 4 44 4 ....4 II ' ...I

'..1 .1 I 1 A 1Ie: 111 1 1 4.4 1 : e ill 11 .4
WI 1 ..1 1 4'..; ' o t .411: 1.4 .:11.11 a

I 444..14 4 i "I It ' I: ; I if' /1,'_ a "' a

L.:: I I 4 11 IL ,..,11 1M4 I' 1 :II ..i ' ..: 4

4 1 I 1: ' 4 '4.: 1; 1 5-4:1. 4

4 .4 , 1.44,44144 1144 : II 4:4 14
'4 ' ' a ' ..1 '.4 1.4 1, a 1 4 4 .551 11, .4

1.1 4 1 '

15 4 ' s s I*: Is I
1 4 I '4 4 I 4 I` . 14 st I 404'54 1115:.

5, I ,. 1 4 - '1 :.4..-1.45 1_ I I: 4 4 1 -.. 4.

II 4 4 : ill 4 :1 4 .1 . 11 I 4 Ili : *

' 4 4 ..e.114,1 14 41 41 1 450 .... : 4.4 4

' 4 - : 4 9 4 .1 4 ' .....54 44 It 44 I III
:4 -lit :14 I : 14 ,4 ' 1 .."' a .: 4, .8
4 a, 4 .1 I.: al:: it : y .t.1.4 Is .54 44 14 a

a .44 4...-ty I , 4 I ',..1 4 I 4,0544 4 4' 14 II :1641,15. 11 0 ' .4.4 :

'1 4 if II 454 1 .1-4 St It ' et -;'.140.4,4 54 : 4 4 11 11 "11 4 1. ..4 4 1 I/ 4 51 -.
It, I: I "5 '24 .54

14 4 1414 I a ' '5..5 1 .4144 44., 4 .4 ' '.....44 11 1/ 1: 1 I 41 44 14

1 ' 44 ....: 4 W* 41 t 11 .41 1.11 :ktil_ : :k 4 .:,. ti 9 -51 4..1.5,1 414,0 l' "1: 44 8'414'.-

3 1'..". 4 :_s s : 1 :II -4 44 4 II' 1.41
I a .., ....4 44 1 . .1 4 44 '14 '-' :"..."_.*,' ii',,

4 I .4 I t 4 , .. 1* 4,L.7,1 y: II a.4 4 "a 1 t11. 4. .4`,0 t 38

4 t 1 a 941 14 a : i ', jii .1 ,'.i4, $1.., I II 4 445:404 9 II 4 4 4 44 1

I: : IS ' I -* , -I a ...: 61 ..: 1 '4 1 4' 4. :4 : 1 14 14 4 1 1 .144 .411 1 1 4



alcohol use and crime. As adolescents enter their
twenties and assume adult responsibilities, their
former motivation for heavy drinking and criminal
activity decreases. However, for adolescents who
are involved in serious delinquency, diere is a high
likelihood that the will continue their involvement
in crime as adults - of limited education.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, OFFICE
OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN
QUENCY PREVENTION. 1985. Drug Abuse,
Mental Health, and Delinquency: Summary of
Proceedings of Practitioners' Conference on
Juvenile Offenders with Serious Drug, Alcohol,
and Mental Health Problems, September 6-7
1984, Waskinvon, D.C. No refs.

This conference Introduced a wide variety of
'es addressing the problem of delinquents

with fr , chug abuse, sari mental health (ADM)
disorders, but the main theme put forward by pe-
Staten emphasized the need for programs, new or
old, that could be effectively implemented in the
real world.

The Need for Comprehensive Approaches.
The most effective approach to combat ADM disor-
ders among delinquents is a -01t1.. ice system
of intervention programs ti y coordinated to
cover all stages of the problem, from early preven-
tion, to treatment, to follow-up. Collaboration
among disparate organizations, agencies, institu-
tions, and community members is a major compo-
nent of such pm as the Serious Habitual
Offender/Drug volved (SHO/DI) Project,
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC), and
North Carolina's Willie M. Program.

Aftercare. Once treated in a short-term, iso-
lated program, it becomes evident that to return
youths to the same environment that contributed to
their problems initially is unworkable. Instead, in-
stitunons that affect a youth's everyday life must be
mauled to ensure continued maintenance of
tive social behavior. Such a program is the PA !-
Project in South Carolina, which focuses on both
individual Vestment and school-wide organizational
change.

Upon reentering larger society, maintenance of
healthy social behavior instilled in patients during a
structured treatment program is virtually impossible
without an effective program of aftercare. The
Lincoln Hills Correctional Facility and the
Adolescent Chemical Dependency "" at St.
Mary's Hospital both successfully treat problem
of returning to society, but a commitment of re-
sources at the federal, state, and local levels is nec-
essary for the widespread utilization of aftercare
services.

Community Involvement. One important
component of effective treatment of ADM disorders
among youths is community involvement, as is
provided in such programs as Soul -O -Hr use,

Substance Abuse, Delinquents, and Gangs

Oakland Parents in Action, Willie M., and the
Parents Resources and Information of Drug
Education coalition (PRIDE) of Omaha. Several
methods for increasing community involvement,
such as educating parents and encouraging
feedback on intervention projects, have widened the
sense of accountability and modes of action for
entire communities.

Decision-Making Skills. A very effective
form of intervention is to include youths in their
own rehabilitation, providing them vith the sicilis to
make life decisions ans.i proof that they
are of transforming their own environments
in dye way. The Lincoln Hills Correctional
F ty and the Abraxas Foundation Inc. are just
two institutions that implement such programs.

The Need fir a Holistic Approach Upon en-
tering a particular rehabilitation agency, juveniles
with ADM disorders should not be treated for a
single symptom in which the s 'alines,
but for a multiple problem mine. MIMS
ranging from law enforcement to and health
divisions must learn to deg with the e individ-
ual rather than with an isolated aspect of a complex
problem. Generic solutions based on an
understanding of normal positive social
development and the roots of the multiple problem
syndrome may help intervention become more fully
comprehensive.

Long-Term Commitment. A long-term com-
mitment of federal, state, and local funds is neces-
sary to develop, test, refine, and disseminate new
intervention : A tinee-step plan for devd-.

opment, ving experimental reseiur.h, locational
testing, and institutionalization of workable ideas,
has been successfully implemented by the
Achievement Placea Famil Program.
Such a plan, provided it has can
lead toward real progress in lasting solutions.

hvgram Planning. Program selection and de-
velopment may pave to be more cost-effective and
efficient if empirically based planning (i.e., a thor-
ough review of existing research on intervention
programs) is utilized. Examination of other pro-
jects' successes and failures can be integrated with
a specific community's needs to produce a
workable program; however, flirter study of the
adaptability of interventions would be required.

Program Evaluation. Despite an abundance
of existing intervention programs, little evidence is
available on their effectiveness in actually pmvent-
ing, reducing, or controlling ADM disorders among
delinquent youth. The field of human resources
must work to establish empirically tested teclmiques
to address the question of effectiveness.
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